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THE present n.ork has becn ready for S0l11C tin1c pa:St, 
although its publication has bcen unavoidably delayed. 
On the appearance of Dr. ruscy's EircJlicoll, the \\Titer 
formed the intention of gi\"ing a condensed account of 
the 'v hole contro\"ersy hetwecn Catholics and the 1'rac- 
tarian School. l"urthcr considcration, ho\\"cvcr, con- 
vinced hint that it \vould be bettcr to confine Ilinlself 
to the hvo fundanlcntal points of the cntire controvcr
y, 
for by these, and by these alone, can it be òecidetl, 
and thc:5(; once settlcd, allininor difficulties ,,-ill speedily 
vanish. 
lIenee the subject of thig treatise is the .i\uthority 
and Infallibility of the Pope and Church; Ì\\-O cruciaJ 
topics, 111isundcrstood alike, if not equally, in every forn1 
of religion external to Catholicisl11; the fonner being 
<:onccrned \\'ith the constitution of the Church itself, the 
-latter having reference to its ctaints .as a teacher. No\v, 
though the ] ligh Church party, as they arc called. 
most nearly' approxintatc to that Church \\,hich alone 
is Catholic, they too share in the COllunOll error of I)ro- 
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tcstants, inasInuch as the cOlnffiunion \vhich they 011S- 
takc for the true Church has, according to their systenl, 
no visible foundation or centre of unity, nor do they 
attribute to it the office of an infallible teacher, since 
they consider the Scriptures to be in son1C sense the 
exclusive deposit of revclation. 
The truth is, that J csus Christ foundcd the Church 
upon S1. Peter and his successors-that is, upon thcir 
authority, ,vhich is suprcme in ruling and infallible in 
instructing, and He cúlun1ittcd His teaching to the 
.1\posth:s and their successors in the Episcopate, with 
the object of transn1itting it froll1 one generation to. 
another till the end of time, entire and unaltered, pre- 
ser\.cd in its integrity by the Inight of that Holy Spirit, 
who ""as to be \vith the Church for ever, and to tcach it 
all truth. It follo".5, consequently, that the ,vhole fabric 
of Christ's Church is held togethcr by the Suprcme 
Authority of the Pope, \'lhilst Infallibility resides in the 
living, unerring 1Jlé!gistcrÙI1Il. 
These t\\"O points hayc been treated \\-ith especiaJ 
reference to the errors and misconceptions of the Trac- 
tarian School. For the sake of clearncss and 111cthod, 
the ,vork is divided into three i)ottions. "The first, no" 
presented to the public, has for its then1e, the Suprcnlc 
l\uthority of the Pópe as centre and foundation of the 
-whole Church. 'fhe second ,,,ill treat of Papal Infalli- 
bility, and explain its intimate connection ,\"ith the 
Church, its natUl"t= and its extent. The concluding 
yolun1c \\"ill be occupied \vith the consideration of 
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Catholic teaching in its truc onglll and rCJ.l úc- 
vclopment. 
It has' been the author's cndeavour to assign as 13.rge 
..t space as \vas practicable to thc historical and other 
difficulties \vhich seemingly contr<<ldict the principlcs laid 
do\vn, and \vhich prejudice and Inisreprescntation have 
caused so Inany sincere inquirers to consider quite 
irreconcilable \vith the present systenl of thc Church. 
i\mongst these arc the rcfusal of St. Gregory the 
Great to aSSUIUl: or all 0\\' in others the title of 
" Universal Bishop." the African controversy in the 
fifth century, the Canons of the Council of Sard ica, 
the \vell-kno\vn .T,vcnty-eighth Canon of Chalccdon t 
the Gallican systCI11, the Councils of Constance and 
I.'1orencc, tht" errors ascribed to Popes Liberius and 
lIonorius, the developnlcnt of doctrinc, and other such 
<1 uestions. 
Brevity and solidity havc been consulted as nluch as 
po.ssible. I"hus each volun1c \vill be of a very n10dcratc 
size, though each ,viII contain a completc treatment of 
the n1attcr discussed. j\t the sanlC tin1e, to prove that 
nothing is asserted arbitrarily, brevity has not becn 
allo\ved to stand in thc \\.ay of constant reference to 
authorities, and of frequent quotation of the docunlcnts 
referred to. 
The author tcnders no apology for faults of stj"le. 
\Vere there none it \vould not be his 0"9n u.ork, and that 
there arc no Inore is o\ving to the kind assistance ,vhich 
he gratefulI}7 ackno\vlcdges. I-Ie is a,vare that the earnest 
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seeker after truth - anù for such alone he writcs- 
kno\\ying the vital importance of the subject, \vill set 
more store upon the nlattcr here treated than upon 
the dress in \\'hich it comes before him. 
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[n p. 19. note 50, the author cited f1'0111 Inelnory a passage fron1 
Auunianus i\larcellinus, and the words are erroneously given. They 
are as follows: "Id cnÍ1n illc (Constantius) Athanasio semper 
infestus, licet scirct Ï1nplctUll1, t
uncn auctoritate quâ potiores 
æternæ Urbis Episcopi firn1ari desiderio nitebatur ardenti."- 
L. xv., Hist., c. vii., p. 99. Lugd.. 1693. 
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I. "TIlE doctrine of the Prin1acy of the Bishop of 
ROIne over the universal Church is the point on ,,"hich 
all other controversies behveen the Roman and the 
other Churches turn: for if our Lord Jesus Christ insti- 
tuted any official supremacy of one bishop in the ,,,hole 
Catholic Church, to endure ah\"ays, and if this supremacy 
be inherited by the Bishop of Rome, it ,vill fo11o\\., that 
the Catholic Church is limited to the Roman Com- 
munion; and that the councils, doctrines, and traditions 
of that COInn1union are binding on the ,\'hole Christian 
".0rId." \Vith these \vords, 1\lr. Palmer begins Part VII. 
of his T1-catise Oil the Churc!t of Christ. I \Ve most 
,,'illingly adopt them in beginning this book on the 
Supren1acy of the ROInan Pontiffs, the more readily 
because 1\lr. Paln1cr expresses in them the vie\\-s of a 
large and influential party. 
Dr. Harold Bro,\"ne, the present Bishop of Ely, 
,,-ho probably had in vie,,- this part of 1\1r. Paln1cr's 
'\"ork in conllllcnting on ...\rticle XXXVI!., expresses 


1 Palu1cr: Treatise OIL the Church of Christ, pt. yii.. c. i, vol. 
ii.. p. 369. London, 18.p. 
R 
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the san1e opInIon. "If once," he says, Ii the supreme 
authority of the Roman Patriarch is conceded, all other 
Roman doctrines seem to follo\v as of course. And 
so it ,vill probably be found, that all converts to the 
Roman Church håve been led to it fronl a conviction of 
the necessity of being in conlmunion \vith the Supreme 
Pontiff, not from persuasion of the truth of particular 
dogn1as."2 \Ve gladly admit that 1\1r. Palmer and Dr. 
Bro\vne have ,veIl understood and fairly state the full 
bearing of the matter in controversy. For in truth the 
main, the capital question bet\veen Catholicism and its 
opponents, turns entirely on the Pope's PrÏtnacy of divine 
right over the universal Church. \\T ere Dr. Pusey and 
the \vhole High Church party to receive the Catholic 
doctrines of Transubstantiation, of Purgatory, of Devo- 
tion to the Blessed Virgin, of the Immaculate Concep- 
tion, &c.; ,vere they to hold all Catholic dogn1as as 
explicitly as the schismatic Greek Church-they ,,;ould 
be substantially no nearer to the true Church of Christ 
so long as they denied the claims' of the Bishop of 
Rome. The true Church of Christ is one body: hence, 
no one can be a member of the body unless he be 
subject to the visible head \\"hich rules over the body. 
II. The subject-matter of this \vork is by no means 
novel. Able and learned theologians have long since 
published n1any elaborate treatises upon this theme. 
The \vriter's purpose is not to exhibit under a ne\v shape 
the results of their successful labours, but to Ineet the 
challenge implied in some modern publications, and 
chiefly in a late \vork of Dr. Pusey.3 The object of the 
book is to prove as succinctly as possible, ho\v ,vide of 
the mark are the blo\vs aimed against that supreme 
divinely instituted authority, and that the arms ,yielded 
2 Dr. Browne: All E.rþositioll of the Thirty-nine Articles, 
Art. XXXVII., sect. ii., pp. 802, 3. London, 1856. 
3 Eirelzi'cOJl. 
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are unsuited to the purpose for ,,-hich they are enlployed. 
'rhe ,,'riter \,"ill consider in the first place the divinely 
conferred suprcnlacy of the H..onlan Pontiff, not only as 
.an historical fact ackno\,"ledged by all Christian an- 
tiquity, but also as a nlatter of right, based upon the 
authority of Scripture itself. In a succeeding volulue, 
the Infallibility of the Pope ,,"ill be treated ,\-ith reference 
to its foundations, extension and consequences. But, to 
proceed ,vith nlethod and clearness, the opinions held on 
the suprcIl1acy by Anglicans in general, and by Dr. 
Pusey himself, nlust first be exan1Ïned. 
III. Dr. Pusey, in ternls, does not question that 
there is a visible head of the Church. In his Ii ircllicoll 
he hints that he and his friends do not deny the 
visible head of thc Church any more than the Eastern 
Church o\\"ns the nlonarchy of the Bishop of Roule. 4 
....l\nd in the fanlous letter addressed by hinl to the 
IVa:À:(;1 Register (Novenlber 2G, I
65), he declares that 
he (I readily recognizes the prinlacy of the Bishop of 
Ronle: the bearings of that primacy upon other local 
churches he believes to be matter of ecclesiastical, not 
of divinc, la,,-." 
Ioreover, in the lTilldicatiolt of ]'ract 

YC:, Dr. I>usey, in accordance ".ith the Thirty-nine 
Articles, denies U that the Bishop of RonlC has any 
Ia,,-ful claims to spiritual supremacy over England." 

evertheless, he adds: ,. it nlay be said that a prinlacy 
of order and the clainl that no council should be con- 

idered æcunlenical and authoritative ,vhich lacked the 
concurrence of so enlinent a sec, as they \vill abundantly 
sati
fy both the concessions of any of the early Fathers 
and the claims of the earlier Pope
, so nlay they be 
obviously conceded ,,-ithout any risk to the safety of our 
Provincial Church."5 In Tract ...l
C: itself \\"e find the 


4 Eircnlt,,-oll, p. 66. 
;) Pusey: The .V-tic/cs trtatcd Ùz tilt Tract _\-C., &c.
 p. 139. 
Oxford. 1841. 
n 2 
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doctrine \\phich Dr. Pusey here intended to vindicate. 
It asserts that "there is nothing in the Apostolic 
system \\"hich gives any authority to the Pope over the 
Church, \yhich it docs not give to a bishop. It is 
altogether," it says, "an ecclesiastical arrangenlent, not 
a point de fide, but of expedience, custom, or piety, 
\"hich cannot be clainled as if the Pope ought to have 
it, any more than on the other hand the King could of 
divine fight clainl the suprenlacy." "l
ishop," it states, 
"is superior to bishop only in rank, and not in po\ver, 
and the Bishop of Ronle the head of the Catholic ,,"orId, 
is not the centre of unity, except as having a primacy 
of order." All these stateluents, indeed, follo\v froin the 
Anglican vie,\- of the Church of Christ. Because, as 
is said in the Tract} "the portions of the Church need not 
othen\'isc have been united together for their essential 
completeness than as being descended [ronl one original. 
They are like a number of colonies sent out fronl a 
nlother country. Each church is independent 
of all the rest, and is to act on the principle of ,vhat 
Inay be called 'episcopal independence,' except, indeed, 
so far as the civil po,,-er unites any nUl11ber of thenl 
together." 6 In this Il1anner Tract À-C: clears the 
English Church from the charge of schisnl, since in 
releasing itself from the l{on1an Supreinacy, it rcnlainecl 
essentially con1plete ,,'ithout ROine. So that the An- 
glicans, in order to frce thclllscives froll1 the charge of 
schisnl, are forced to alter the essential features of the 
divine plan of the Church of Christ. 
IV. Dr. Puscy, "pith the Anglicans, adheres to thc 
stateinent of Tract .....Yc:, ,vhich fornlally denies the 
1110narchical character of the Church, both under the 
governnlent of the Apostles and that of their successors, 
They ackno,,"ledge in St. Pcter a pre-elninence of hono11r 


fj Tract _YC., sec. I
: pp. is. i9. Edition of I8.p. 
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-given by Our Lord, for reasons, \vhich, as 1\1r. Pahner 

ays, \\"cre not reveal cd to the Church.? They recog- 
nize too in the Bishop of H..onle a pre-etninencc, \vhich he 
did not inhcrit by divinc right fronl St. Peter, but \\rhich 
l11ay be accounted for by the peculiar CirCl1nlstances of 
the Church of R_onlc. Nevertheless, they add, this pre- 
C111inence of honour gave hin1 no clain1 over other 
bishops and thcir flocks. This SystCll1 \vas fully de- 
veloped by 1\1r. Paluler;8 it is, nlore or less, that of the 
old Church of England divines, and it has been set forth 
in Tract ...YC:, and ,,-as obstinately nlaintaincd by the 
Oxford party throughout the course of the Tractarian 
1110vemcnt. The Thirty-Seventh Article is comnlonly 
interpreted in the sanIC sense by the standard expositors. 
\Ve Inay, for example, cite Burnet,!) Beveridge,lO Dr. 
I
ro\vne, 11 and others. The Anglican systenl, therefore, 
can be sUlnnlarily stated as follo\vs :-1. Jesus Christ 
,did not besto\\" on St. Peter a suprenlacy of jurisdiction 
tover the other Apostles, but only a pre-en1inence of rank, 
incapable of transnIission. Hence, a divinely-instituted 
ulonarchical government is not to be found in the Church. 
:2. The Bishop of Ronlc does not possess a prilnacy by 
divine right: his pre-ell1inence is o\\'ing to certain 
peculiar circunlstances, and to ecclesiastical institution. 
3. To this \ve luay add, on the assertion of Dr. Pusey, 
that the extension of the Papal po\ver is to be attri- 
buted in an especial tnanner to the false dccrctals, ,,-hieh 


7 Pahncr: L c., p. 37 0 . 
8 Palmer: Trt'iltise Oil Ihe Lñlln-ll 0/ Christ, chs. IH.-n., 
pp. 3 8 4-416, 
9 Burnet: .ExþositiolL if Ihe Thirty-ninc 
'lr'Ùi(s, p. 3 86 , 
,ct seq. London, 1826. 
10 Beveridge: The Doctrillc of the Church of England"; DÙ- 
("OUrse UþOll the Tlzir'"y-llÙZC Articles. \Yorks, \"01. \"ii., p. 57 1 , 
.,-ct seq. Oxford. 184;. 
11 Browne: An. EXþOSlti01l 0/ thc Tllirl)'-/lillC .Artit:lt.r, p. 803, 
. ct sell. 
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introduced a system alien to the original constitution of 
Christ's Church. These are the chief heads of doctrine- 
concerning the authority of the Roman Pontiff itnplied 
by the Anglican systctn as set forth by the divines of 
the Church of England ,vho are held in most esteen1, 
and by the Tractarian school of the present day. The 
grounds on ,vhich these principles rest, in no means- 
differ froln those by ,,'hich schismatics and Protestants 
of all tin1es have ever sought to justify their apostacy 
fron) Christ's holy Church. 



SECTION I. 


UNITY AXD SUPRE:\L\CY I
 THE CHURCH OF 
CHRIST. 


PROTEST.\NTS of every denon1Ïnation have constantly 
misapprehended the fundanlental idea of Catholic unity. 
Despite the efforts and influence of the Tractarian move- 
ment, the Oxford school did not, in the least, succeed in 
rellloving or modifying this misapprehension; for ,,'e 
find that the very starting-point of the Tractarian 
systenl is the assumption that bishops are naturally 
indcpenden t. N O\V this independence of the Episcopate 
is declared to mean that no church or diocese can exer- 
cise control or jurisdiction \\"ithin the boundaries of 
another church or diocese. But such is not the true 
idea of that Catholic unity ,vhich Christ revealed, and to 
\vhich all antiquity bears \vitness. This lllay be seen 
fro 111 a consideration of the t\VO chief prototypes on 
\vhich the Church ,vas to be modelled. These are:- 
(1.) the \Vord made flesh; (2.) the most Holy Trinity. 
'Vith reference to the former, St. Paul tells us that, "As 
the body is one, and has nIany llle01 bers, and all the 
menlbers of that one body, being many, are one body, 
so also is Christ." 12 No,,', in this and similar passages, 
as the Fathers have aptly observed,13 the apostle desig- 


1'1 C ". K 0 I ,. '" to. \'.. II 
.. lor. xu. 12. a a,:;"sp 'Yap ':'0 (f
,lJ.a EY E(f':'IY xa/ 1
:^7} =;<'=1 
"I "I I I Ò ' , , ì '" I 1"'" '" 
t::"fJ^^a, ':6a'l':'u = fJ"a /J,= .17 'OOIJ (iWlJ.a'iO; ':6oÀì.a 011'0(.(, :11 E(i'i/II (i
,'J.a, 
6:J':'
; xa} Ó Xp/d'i6;. 
13 See St. Chrysostom: HOIIl. xxx. in I Cor. n. I (Op., t0111. x., 
pp. 2&)-7 0 . Edit. 
laur). August.: Di' CÍ7 1 11. Dt.'l
 1. xxii., c. xvii. 
(Op., t. vii., p. 513. Edit. l\laur, Antwerpiae). St. Gregory of 
Nyssa states that the Church is often (';';"oì..^ax
) nan1ed ("a'lollo- 
l.J.á
f'Oa/) Christ by St. Paul.-Dc Vita _JIosis (Op., tom. i., p. 226. 
Edit. Parisiis, 1637). 
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nates the Church by the name of Christ Hitnself. For 
as Eve "'as formed by the divine hand from the flesh of 
Adam, and fashioned to the likeness of God, so the 
Church is formed from the flesh of Christ, and Inade to 
His likeness. 14 Our blessed Lord Hinlself, in the prayer 
addressed to His divine Father, has revealed to us the 
second, and a heavenly, prototype of His Church-the 
Holy Trinity: h Neither do I pray for these alone, but 
for them also ,vhich shall believe on and through their 
,,-ord; that they all may be one; as Thou, Father, art 
in Me, and I in Thee, that they also may be one in Us: 
that the ,,'orId may believe that Thou hast sent l\le."l
 
Christ, by these ,vords, evidently meant His Church as 
it ,vas destined to endure until the consunlmation of the 
,,"arid, since unto the last there ,,'ere to be believers in 
Christ, for ,,'hon1 He \vas then praying. This is clear 
froln the text itself. Moreover, He said of His Church, 
that it should bear the likeness of that divine unity of 
the Father ,\yith the Son in which consists the great 
Inystery of the nlost Holy Trinity. So that the vVord 
of God made Man, and the most Holy Trinity, are the 
t,vo great Scriptural prototypes after the pattern of 
\vhich the Church ,,-as to be 1110delled. The Church, 
therefore, ,vas intended to reveal to all future ages the 
essential characters of those divine types. Nay, the un- 
believing of the ,vorld, by seeing in the Church the copy 
of patterns so perfect, "'ere to be led to believe that the 
doctrine of Christ ,vas fronl God, for Christ Himself 
added in I-lis prayer-" that the \vorId may believe that 
Thou hast sent l\1e." 16 
II. \Vhat, then, are the essential characters of these 
divine prototypes? The first, the most prominent, and 
the one conlmon to both, is that most singular and 


14 Ephes. v. 30, colI., Gen. ii. 20, 21. 
16 St. John xvii. 20, 2 I. (Protestant version.) 
1 .. S J h .. ..., ,."., '\ 
v t. 0 n XVl1. 21. Ilia 0 7..o(JfJJo; r,r1l1'1"
iJ(i?1 0'1"1 l1iJ fJ-f UiiõEtJ'ir::I^U'. 
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incomparable unity, \vhich is divinely associated \vith an 
admirable plurality of persons in the most Holy Trinity, 
and of natures in the Incarnation: the unity of the 
former is a unity of nature, the unity of the latter is 
a personal unity. But the nature of the Triune God, and 
the person of the God-n1an, arc the centre and the 
source of every virtue, po\vcr, and prerogativc. Further, 
both the persons of the most Holy Trinity, and the 
natures in the :I\lan-God, are really distinct, but not 
separate: thc absence of distinction \vould destroy 
their plurality, any division \vould destroy their unity- 
plurality and unity are the Í\\'O great pivots, so to say, 
on \vhich these divine mysterics turn. The Church of 
Christ, conscquently, \vould not show forth the essential 
characteristics of its divine prototypes, unless it possess a 
centre \vhich is to serve as the source of its unity, po\vcr, 
and greatness. Thus, plurality \\Tithout division, and 
union \vithout confusion, are to be the essential charac- 
ters of the Church of Christ. Again, Christ required 
that His Church should be one \vith a unity as perfect in 
its kind as that by \vhich the l:."ather is in Him and He 
in the Father. No\\-, if the Inost complete and perfect 
unity possible is to be the condition of the Church, it 
follo\vs that since nun1erical unity is the Inost perfect 
expression of unity, none other can be such as is re- 
quired by our Lord in His Church. 17 On this account, 
unity \vhich, by divine institution, exists in the Church, 
\vhilst harn10nising perfectly \vith the Catholic doctrine 
of the supremacy of 51. Petcr and his successors, is in 
glaring contradiction ,vith the Anglican vie\v; and the 
more so as the perfect unity intcnned by Christ ,vas, as 
\\Te have said, to be apparent and visible. IS For, since 


17 i
a 
á
':"E; ÊY 
ðIV. vcr. 21. iva WcflV ,:,snÀUfN/J.EVOI si; é'v. ver.23. 
18 11 r. Allies, in his learned work, The See of St. Peter (sect. 
iii.), has handled the subject with his usual ability; but we have 
taken a sornewhat different view of the matter, and, by closer adher- 
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the Church is spread over all the earth, and is destined 
to last until the end of the \\'0 rl d, in no ,yay could a 
unity so perfect be made apparent and visible unless 
by a visible centre numerically one, to \\'hich. as to a 
common focus, every part of the \vhole Church n1Ïght 
converge, and from ,vhich jurisdiction, authority, and 
life nlÏght spread, penneating the several grades of the 
hierarchy from the highest to the lo\\'est. N 0\\., such a 
visible unity necessarily implies the supren1acy of St. 
Peter and his successors in the Church. 
III. The Fathers, and all Christian 
ntiquity, ac- 
kno,vledge the closest connection bet,veell the unity of 
the Church, as represented by Christ, and the headship 
of one universal pastor. "\Vherefore," says St. Cyprian, 
"the Lord, speaking of the unity ,vhich is derived from 
a divine authority, declares and says: 'I and the 
Father are one.' And, reducing I lis church to this unity, 
He again says: 'And there shall be one fold and one 
shepherd.'"19 The sanle doctrine ,\pas inculcated by 
those confessors of Christ ,\.ho returned fronl the 
Novatian schism to the unity of the Church. "We 
kno,v," said they, "that Cornelius has been chosen 
Bishop of the Holy Catholic Church by.. the Almighty 
God and Christ our Lord. \Ve confess our error. \Ve 
l1ave been seduced by calumny. }--"or '\"e are not igno- 
rant that God is one, that Christ our Lord is one, \\"hon1 
\ve have confessed; the Holy Ghost is one, and the 
Bishop of the Catholic Church should be one. H20 In 


encc to the text, hayc becn ablc, we trust, to make the reasoning 
morc cogent. 
19 "ldcirco Dominus insinuans unitatem de divina auctoritate 
venicntem ponit et dicit: Ego ct Pater unUlll Slllllns. Ad quam 
unitatem redigcns Ecclesialll SUaIll denuo dicit: Et erit unus grex 
ct unus pastor."-Eþist. lxvi., ad l1faglll//Jl. Edit. Baluz., p. ISO. 
20 "Nos Cornelium Episcopum sanctissimæ Catholicæ Ecclesiæ 
electum a Deo Oillnipotente et Christo D0l11ino 1105tro scimus. 
Nos crroren1 nostrmn confitemur. lInposturaIll passi 
umus. 
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the same sense Pope Cornelius, in his epistle to Fabius, 
Bishop of Antioch, used the follo\\'ing expression, point-. 
ing out the crinle of N ovatus: "This assertor of the 
Gospel did not kno\v that there can be but one Bishop 
in the Catholic Church."21 In both these letters the name 
of Catholic Church is applied to the Church of Rome 
exclusively-that is, to St. Peter's Chair-on account of 
its being the centre, the root, the source, and the Dlatrix, 
of Catholic unity.
2 And to the same effect St. Anlbrose 
""rites: "\Vherc Pcter is, there is the Church." 23 By 
\yhich \vords the holy Doctor means that Peter and his. 
successors are the centre of the unity of the Church, the' 
source and root of its po\ver and life, thus containing, as 
it \vere, the \\'hole Church \vithin themselves. St. Jerome 
had the sanle thought before his mind \vhen \vriting his 
\\
ell-kno,vn letter to St. Damasus, in \vhich he solenlnly 
proclainled: "\Vhoever is united to the Church of Peter 
is ,,'ith nle." 21 I-Ie then, as ,veIl as St. Ambrose, ac- 
kno,\rledges in the Chair of St. Peter the centre of unity, 
and the source of authority in the Church, since he 
solenlnly asserts that ,vhoever ,vas in connection ,\'ith 
that chair, ought to be regarded as in comlnunion \\ritl
 


K ec eniln ignoran1us DCUl11 esse et Ul1Uln Christum csse DOlninu111 
qucm confessi sun1US, unUlU SpiritUlu sanctum, UnU111 Episcopun1 
in Catholica Ecc1csia esse debere."-Eþist. CorJlclii Paþæ ad- 
Cyþritlllltl/l (inter Epist. St. Cypr., epist. xl\"i.). Edit. Baluz., 
pp. 60, 61. 
21 Eþist. Corllclii ad Filbi/t1Jl ...Intloch., penes EusebiUln, Hisl. 
} ' I 1 " 1 .." Ed ' ' r 1 .. ' () · Ò \ ?' T 
:,cc., . VI., C. X lll. It. a eSll., p. 244. Ei!. 1i!.'1j':"'lj; 0'-'11 "''-'U 
eùa"f'Yei.ío,-, oùz 
':ïí(J':"a':'"o é'Ya È':ïídY..O':ïO'l Ô
/II Ell "a
oÀ/Y..
 ÈY..Y..À1J(Jíû,. 
, , , 
:!
 "Ecc1esia.
 Catholicæ radiccm et ll1i.ltricem."-S. Cyprianus, 
J::þist. xlv., ad Cornc!ÙI1Il Paþaul, p. 59. 
23 S. Ambrosius: In Psahumn xL, n. 30 (Op., tOln. i., p. 879. 
Edit., :\laur., Parisiis). c. Ubi Petrus ibi et Ecc1esia." 
:!4 c. Ego interin1 clal11Íto, si quis cathedræ Petri jungitur, nleUs.. 
est."-S. Hieronym., 
pist. xvi., ad DamllSl/1Il l
tlþa1Jl, n. 2. (Op., 
yo1. i., p. 43. Edit. Yallarsii.) 
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the universal Church, being in C0111nlUnion ,vith the very 
source of authority, jurisdiction, and life in the Church. 
The language of these Fathers n1ay thro,v light upon 
another passage of St. Cyprian: U The Church," says 
this Father, H is one, though she be spread abroad and 
111ultiply ,vith the increase of her progress, even as the 
sun has n1any rays, yet but one light, and the tree l11any 
boughs, yet its strength is one, residing in the deep- 
lodged root; and as, ,vhen many streanlS flo\v from 
one source, though a multiplicity of ,vaters seem to 
be diffused from the bountifulness of the overflo,ving 
abundance, unity is maintained in the source itself."25 
No\v, \vhat in the language of St. Cyprian is meant 
by the sun \vhich has nlany rays; the root \vhich 
distributes vegetative life through many branches; the 
source from \\'hich flo\v a n1ultiplicity of streams and 
\vaters? V nquestionably, the primacy and the autho- 
rity of St. Peter. Indeed, in the very place fronl 
,vhich \ve have quoted the above passage, and in 
imn1ediate connection \\'ith it, \ve find the following: 
H Upon Peter, beillg OIlC, He built His Church, and 
though He gave to all the apostles equal po\ver, . . . 
yet, in order to 1Jlallifl'st unity, He by His o\\-n authority 
.50 placed the source of the sanle unity as to begin 
fronl one." 26 And in many places of his epistles 
,also, the same holy Father and martyr inculcates the 
,doctrine that u the Gospel unity springs from the chair of 
St. Peter, and the principal Church" (of Rome). Thus, 
in his letter to Pope Cornelius he \vrites :27 "The one 
Church \vas founded by Christ our Lord upon Peter, the 
fountain-head and principlc of unity." Again, in the 



5 s. Cyprianus: De Ú
lzilate Ecclesiæ, p. 195. 
26 "Super illuln unum ædificat Ecclesiam suam et illi pascendas 
mandat aves suas," &c.-l.c. 
27 "Cathedra Petri et Ecclesia principalis unde unitas sacer. 
.{lotalis exarta est."-Eþist. Iv., p. 86. 
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letter to the Bishops of N umidia,28 he teaches that by 
the appointment and doctrine of Christ unity should 
spring from Peter. Again, in the letter to J ubajanus.
' 
And \\"e find similar expressions in his epistles to Pope 
Cornelius and to Antonianus :30 he declares that to be in 
comnlunion \vith the Bishop of I{ome is equivalcnt to 
being in communion \vith the ,vhole Catholic Church. 
Thus, according to St. Cyprian, the centre and root of 
unity in the Church, the source of its strength and life. 
is numerically one, and made visible in the supremacy of 
St. Peter. Neither ,vere the Fathers of the follo\ving 
ccnturies ignorant of this primary doctrine. St. Jerome 
taught it nlost distinctly in his ,,"ork against J ovinian, as 
""ell as in his dialogue against the Luciferians. For 
instance, he assigns the reason ,,'hy one A postle ,vas 
choscn out of the t,,-elve, H that a head being appointed, 
the occasion of schism might be removed."31 And he 
urges the sanIC doctrine upon the Luciferians, "rarning 
them that unless the dignity and supreme authority of 
the Ronlan Pontiff be maintained, the Church, rent by 
schisms, ".ould fall to ruin.3
 Such ,vas thc teaching of St. 



 


28 " Una Ecclesia a Christo Don1Ïno super Petnllll originc 
unitatis ct ratione fundatur."-.E.pist. lxx., p" 1:!3. 
29 "Petro prÏ1num DOlninus super qncnl ædificavit EccIesialll 
ct unde unitatis originenl instituit et ostendit, potcstatenl istam 
dcdit."-EþÙt. lxxiii., p. 13 I. 
30 "Te Collcgæ nostri et C01l1111Unioncln tualll idcst CatllO/icG' 
Ecclesiæ 1/11itatem pal-iter et caritatcnl probarent finniter ct 
tcncrent."-EþÙt. xh"., ad Cornc!., p. 59. .. Vt sciret (Cornelius 
Papa) tc SCClIm, hoc est CUln Catholica Ecclcsia COln1l1Unicare."- 

pist. Iii., ad Antonial/um. p. 66. 
31 
. Propterea inter duodccim unus eligitur ut capite constituto. 
schisnlatis tollatur occasio."-S. Hierollyrn, 1. i., ad.'. J07.'Ù/ÙlJlll1ll. 
n. :!6. (Op., t. ii., p. 279.) 


 "Ecclesiæ salus in sl1mmi saccrdotis dignitatc pcndct: cui si 
non cxors quacdam et ab omnibus cn1Ìnens dctur potcstas. tot in 
Ecclesiis cfficientur schislnata. quot saccrdotcs:
-..l d7'. Lucifer.. 
n. 9. (Op.. t. ii., p. 18:2.) 
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Jerome in the fifth century, and his doctrine is a perfect 
, echo of that of the t"".o preceding ages. St. Optatus, of 
Milevis, in his \vell-kno\vn ,york on the schism of the 
Donatists, proclaimed the same principlc, ,vhich had 
been transnlitted to hilll frolll the age of St. Cyprian. 
Ie In the city of Rome," he says, "the Episcopal chair 
,vas first conferred on Peter, ,vherein the head of the 
Apostolic College ,vas to sit, ,vhence, t<:>o, he is called 
Cephas, to the end that in this chair unity 11light be main- 
tained by all." 33 He further adds, that, c. To secure unity, 
blessed Peter . . both nlerited to be preferred before 
all the Apostles, and alone received the keys of the 
kingdolll of heaven, in order that he should conlmunicate 
thenl to the res1."34 In the same age, S1. Pacian, a con- 
temporary of St. Optatus, speaks to the sanle purpose. 
His ,vords are as follo,vs: ",i\ccording to the relation of 
,51. l\1atthe\v hinlself, the Lord spoke first to Peter alone: 
He spoke to one, in order that He nlight lay the 
foundation of unity from one."35 
IV. But it is needless to accu111ulate quotations frolll 
the Fathers in a matter \vhich has been acknowledged 
even by enenlies of Catholic unity. The very leaders of 
Gallicanism, to ydl0m so bold an appeal is Inade, unani- 
Dlously held the doctrine of all the Fathers on this sub- 
ject. Bossuet, in his Expositio1l dc fa Doctrillc Cathofiquc, 
says: "Le Fils de Dieu ayant voulu que son Eglise fût 
-une, et solidement bâtie sur l'unité, a établi et institué 


33 "lgitur ncgarc non pates in urbe ROlna Petro prÏ1no cathc- 
draIn episcopalcln fuisse collataln in qua scdcrit on1nimn Aposto- 
lorum caput Petrus; unde et Cephas appellatus est: in qua una 
,cathedra, unitas ab Olnnibus sen-atur."-Optatus l\Iilevit, Dc Schis- 
1Jlate DOJlatistant711, 1. ii., c. ii. Edit. l\Iigne, p. 947. 
3t Ibid., 1. vii., c. iii., p. 1087. "Bono unitatis beatus Petrus 
_. . . et præferri Apostolis Olnnibus n1cruit et claves rcgni cælorun1 
C01111nUnicandas cæteris, salus accepit." And p. loS8, "Peccator 
(Petrus) accipit c1aves ut unitatis ncgotimn formaretur." 
35 S. Pacianus: Eþist. iii., n. xi. (penes Galland., t. yii., p. 26 5). 
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la Primauté de St. Pierre pour 1'entretenir et la cimenter. 
C'est pourquoi nous rcconnaissons cette Inême Primauté 
dans les successeurs du Prince des Apôtres, auxquels on 
doit pour cette raison la soumission et l' obéissance que 
les Saints Conciles et les Saints Peres out toujours en- 
seignée à tous les fidèles." And he adds: H Si les 
auteurs de la I
éforn1ation prétendue eussent aimé 
l'unité, ils n' auraient ni aboli Ie gouvernen1ent épiscopaI, 
qui est établi par J ésus-Christ ll1ême, et que 1'0n voit 
en vigueur des Ie temps des apôtres, ni méprisé l'autorité 
de la chaire de Saint Pierre qui a un fondement si certain 
dans l'Evangile, et une suite si évidente dans la Tradition: 
mais plutôt ils auraient conscrvé soigneusement et l'auto- 
rité de l'Episcopat, qui établit l'unité dans les églises 
particulières, et la prÍ1nauté du siége de Saint Pierre, 
qui est Ie centre commun de toute l'unité Catholiquc."36 
J30ssuet both in the above-mentioned Exþosition, and in 
the Dcfcllsio Dcc/aratiollis CIeri Gallicalli, declares that 
the doctrines he had set forth concerning the Apostolic 
See in the earlier \vork \"ere dogmas of Catholic faith; 37 
and he again insists in the latter book that "the prÍl11acy 
of St. Peter \\yas established in the Church for the defence 
and support of unity;" and that" the Apostolic See is 
the centre and the root of that tlnity."

s Nay, more, 
Bossnet rejectcd the error of Du Pin, and stigmatised it 
in the severest terms, as contrary to the Catholic faith. 
Let us hear ho\v the great Bishop of ::\Ieaux spoke of 
this suspected doctor of the Sorbonne in his .J/clIloire to 



G Bossuet: E
lþositioJl dc la DOl.:trillc Cat/wliqllc, c. xxi. 
Ouvrages, tom. iv., p. 400. Edit. Paris, 1862. 
37 "Quo loco de Sede Apostolica vera EccIesiæ fides exponenda 
csset."-Bossuet, Defellsio Dcclarlltitlllis Cieri Gallicalli, t. i., p. i., 
1. iii., c. xii., p. 85. Basileæ, 1730. 

\S "Ecclesiam unitate nixam, tuendæ -ac firmandæ unitati 
Primatum S. Petri a Christo institutUll1, Sedcmque ApostolicalTI 
hujus unitatis centnnn et radicem essc."-Ibid. 
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the Chancellor of France. "Dans l'abrégé de la discipline 
notre auteur (Du Pin) 11' attribue autre chose au Pape 
sinon que l'Eglise Romaine fondée par les Apôtres S. 
Pierre et S. Paul, soit considerée comme la première entre 
tous les évêques, sans attribuer au Pape aucune jurisdic- 
tion sur eux, ni dire le moindre nlot de l'institution divine 
de sa Primauté; au contraire, il met cet article au rang 
de la discipline qu' il dit lui même être variablc. 
U ne des plus bclles prérogatives de la Chaire de S. 
Pierre, la Chaire principalc, où tous les fidèles doivent 
garder l'unité, ct C0111111C l'appella S. Cyprien, /a source de 
1'1I1litl saccrdota/c. C'est une des nlarques de l'Eglise 
Catholique divinement expliquée par S. Optat. 
C'est Ie génie de nos critiques l110dcrnes de trouver 
grossiers ceux qui reconnaisscnt dans la Papauté tine 
authorité supérieure établic de droit dh-in. Lorsqu' on 
Ie reconnaît avec toute l'antiquité, c'est que 1'on veut 
flatter Rome et se la rcndrc favourable, COlume notre 
auteur le reproche à son censeur."39 Froin the passage 
l1erc quoted fronl Dossuet, Anglican divines and their 
follo\yers may learn the ternlS on ,yhich Bossuet ,youlc1 
have agreed to the union of the Church of England ,,-ith 
that of Ron1c. 40 They are as fo11o\\'s:- 1. Christ, in 
order to gi,-c unity to His Church, founded it 011 the 
prin1acy and supremacy of St. Peter's Chair. 2. This 
doctrine is contained both in Scripture and in the tradi- 
tion of all antiquity. 3. Episcopal authority is intended 
to give unity to particular churches, but the unity of the 
"'hole Catholic Church flo\ys fron1 the supreme authority 
of the see of ROInc, \','hich is its root and centre. 4- The 
chair of Peter, in virtue of its supremacy, has jurisdiction 


39 Bossuet: l1Iémoirc dL' cc quc cst å cOJTigcr dans III .J."Vol/vcllt.: 
Bibliothi';quc de .J.JI. DIt })ill. (Ou,-ragcs, tOlD. ,'i., p. 662.) 
40 ., On the tenns which Bossuet, we hope, would have sanc- 
tioned, we long to see the Church unitcd:'-Pusey, Eirellico71, 
p. 335. 
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over all bishops, and this jurisdiction is of divine right. 
5. These propositions regarding the supremacy of St. 
Peter and his successors belong to the deposit of faith, 
and are not merely a part of the variable discipline of 
the Church. 
V. \Ve ,vere surprised to read in Dr. Pusey's 
E z.yoÛCOJl, the bold assertion that he \vould be content 
to unite England ,vith Ron1e upon the terms ,,'hich have 
the sanction of Bossuet. Does he not kno,v that the 
doctrine of Bossuet ,vas grounded exclusively on the 
authority both of the Church and of the Roman Pontiff? 
On this ground, his Exþositioll, of the Catholic Doctrinc 
"
as approved and praised by Innocent XI. in t,vo 
briefs addressed to the author. 41 But on that very 
account it ,vas obstinately opposed by members of the 
English comlnunion of that day, and notably by Dr. 
\Vake, ",vhose \\Titings published on this occasion," says 
Dr. l\Iaclaine, "gave him a distinguished rank among 
the victorious champions of the Protestant cause."42 
Later on, Dr. \Vake listened favourably to the vie,vs of 
Du Pin; but the basis of their correspondence, as ap- 
pears from its perusal, ,vas the utter overthro\\T of Papal 
authority;43 for Du Pin ,vas ahvays on the verge of 
Protestantism, and he ,veIl deserved the judgment passed 
on him by ClenIent XI., ",ho spoke of hin1 as U a 1Jlall 
1JlOst 1tllsoltnd Ùt doctrillc, and guilt), of Ilta1lY excesses 
against the Apostolic Sec." 44 Dr. Pusey cannot be 
ignorant of this: ,vhy then does he place Dr. \Vake 
and Du Pin on a level ,,'ith Bossuet? as if the teaching 
41 Bossuet: Olt7-'rages, t. iv.. p. 375, et seq. 
4
 
laclaine: ACl"Ol/1zt of the Corresþondence behvceJl Dr. rv. 
IVakc, Archbishoþ of Canterbury, and certai1l, Doctors of the 
Sorbollllc. (Appendix to the fourth volmne of 
IosheÏ1n, Soanles' 
edition, p. 513.) 
43 l\Iaclaine "as right in making that remark in the Account, 
&c.. p. 515. 
41 Feller: Diet. Hist. DIl Pill, p. 255. Lyon, 1818. 
C 
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of the illustrious Bishop of 1\leaux had aught in common 
\vith that of the J ansenistic ,,?riter. Ho\v is it that he 
longs for communion ,,,ith Rome on terms ,vhich Bossuet 
\vould have sanctioned, ,vhilst maintaining the explana- 
tion given to the Thirty-seventh Article by Du Pin 
and agreed to by Dr. \Vake, although this explanation 
,,-holly discarded the divine authority of the Pope?45 
Ho\v can he claim to agree \vith Bossuet, ,vhen he even 
"professes to admit no connection ,vhatever behveen 
the unity of the Church and the primacy of St. Peter?" 
VI. It is, indeed, \vonderful that a man, ,vhom we 
kno\v to have devoted his life mainly to the study of 
the Fathers, can have failed to perceive the intimate 
connection of the doctrine of the unity of the Church 
,,,ith that of St. Peter's prin1acy, ,vhich is so clearly 
stated by the Fathers of every age. Dr. Pusey speaks 
of that doctrine as of an opinion held by certain parties 
or schools of little importance. (( If is alleged," he tells 
us, "that the Papal po\ver has been the centre of unity. 
Christendom ,vas united ,vhen it \vas persecuted by 
en1perors; proscribed, and, as they thought, annihilated; 
,,?hen the Bishop of Rome had a precedence of dignity, 
not of po".er, and the Church was connected and joined 
together by the cement of bishops mutually cleaving to 
each other,46 each bishop ordering and "directing his o\vn 
proceedings, having, hereafter to give account of his 
intentions to thë Lord." 47 In this passage Dr. Pusey 
betrays complete ignorance of the fact that antiquity 
has ever taught that the institution of the supremacy 
is connected \vith the very fundamental plan of the 
Church, and ,vas intended by Christ to secure to it 


45 See EireJlicoll, p. 234. 
46 EirenicOll, p. 23 6 . Dr. Pusey quotes these words from St. 
Cyprian's Eþist. lxvi. Edit. Oxford Tran., p. 204. 
47 Dr. Pusey quotes these words from Eþis!. Iv. of St. Cyprian. 
Edit. Oxford Tran., p. 129; and Eþist. lxix., p. 165. 
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unity. Thus, he says, "It is alleged that the Papal po\\'cr 
has been the centre of unity." As if such a fact could 
be ascribed to external and accidental circumstances, as 
)'1r. PalnIer seems to have inlagined in his Treatise of 
tIle Chureh. 48 Dr. Pusey next asserts that Christendom 
\vas united during the fearful persecutions of the pagan 
emperors. Certainly! But ho\v can he prove from 
this that the constitution of the Church \vas different 
then fronl \vhat it is at present? Or that even at that 
time the monarchical supremacy of Peter \vas not the 
source of the Church's unity? Even though no visible 
traces remained of this supremacy, still its non-existence 
\vould not be proved. To establish this, \ve must have 
positive facts sho\ving that persons \vho expressly denied 
that supremacy, and opposed it on principle, \yere 
regarded as renlaining in the comnlunion of the Church 
Catholic. But is it true that the supreme po\ver of the 
successors of St. Peter lay dormant during the first 
centuries o(the Church? .A. fuller ans\ver shall be given 
to this question hereafter. For the present \ve ,vill 
lnerely remark that there is no ground for supposing 
\vith Dr. Pusey, that fronl the first ages of Christianity 
to the promulgation of the false decretals,4
 the Bishops 
of Rome had a precedence of dignity, but not of primacy. 
1V. e are astonished that the members of the High Church 
party, nohvithstanding the zeal they profess in the study 
of alltiquiÓ', should be ignorant of that \\"hich ,,-as kno\\'n 
to Ammianus I\larcellinus, a \vriter of the fourth century, 
and commonly reputed a pagan. He relates, as a 
Inatter of public notoriety, "that the supreme authority 
over all Christians \\Tas vested in the Bishop of Rome." 50 


48 Palmer: Treatise Oil the Church of Christ, pt. yii., c. iii., 
yo1. ii., p. 38.+. 
49 EirellicoJl, p. 237, et seq. 
50 "In Episcopo ROlnano positmll esse præcipualn auctoritatcll1 
Christianorum."-Amn1. 1\Iarcellin., 1. xv., Hist., c. vii. 
C 2 
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In the course of our ,york this assertion "yill be fully 
demonstra ted. 
VII. But the t\vo passages quoted fro111 St. Cyprian 
prove the exact opposite of that for ,vhich they are 
adduced. In both passages Dr. Pusey cites the last 
,\yords only, omitting the preceding portion of the text. 
\\yhich tells c0111pletely against hin1. St. Cyprian, in his 
epistle to Florentius,51 is ,,-riting against those \\-ho 
departed fr0111 their o\vn bishops. He says that, t1nles
 
they are in comnlunion ,,-ith their o\vn bishop, they 
cannot be in connection ,,-ith Christ; and the reason i:-; 
given, that, though they,vithdra,v fr01n their pastors, the 
Church (that is the flock ,,-ith its shepherd) does not 
depart fron1 Christ. And it is in vain that they pretend 
to be in comn1union \vith S0111e of the bishops, because, 
he continues, cc the Church, \vhich is Catholic and one, 
is not rent and divided, but connected and joined 
together by the cen1ent of the bishops mutufl.lly cleaving 
to each other."52 No\v, ,ve remark, first, if the Catholic 
Church is one. and, therefore, not rent and divided (scissa 
lion cst 1lCqllC di'i.'isa), ho\v èan it consist of three divided 
branches, as in the system of Dr. Pusey and of the High 
Church party in England? Secondly, if. according to 
St. Cyprian, it is an essential character of the Catholic 


51 Eþist. lxix., p. 123
4. Baluze's edition. 
52 The whole passage is as follows :-" Loquitur hic (Joan. vi.. 
68-70) Petrus, supra queln ædificanda fucrat EccIesia, EccIesiæ 
nomine docens et ostendens quit.!. ctsi contuillax et superba obaudirc 
nolentiuDl lnultitudo discedat, EccIesid tamcn a Christo nOD reccdit, 
ct illi sunt Ecc1esia plebs sacerdoti adunata et pastori suo grex 
adhærens. Unde scire debes Episcopum in EccIesia esse et 
Ecc1csialll in Episcopo, et si quis CUlU Episcopo non sit, in Ecclesia 
non esse, et frustra sibi blandiri cos qui pacem CUlll sacerdotibus 
Dei non habentes obrcpunt et latenter quosdalll C0111111lmicare sc 
credunt, quando Ecclesia quæ Catholica et una est, scissa non sit, 
nequc divisa, sed sit ubique connexa et cohærcntimn sibi invicclu 
sacerdotmu glutine copulata."-l. c. 
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Church that all its bishops cleave one to another, ho\v 
-can the Anglican Establishnlent be a portion of the 
Catholic Church, ,,,hen its bishops are in formal and 
absolute disagreenlel)t \"ith all the bishops of hundreds 
of nlillions of Christians? And ,,,hen, moreover, accord- 
ing to the Anglican principle, each bishop ,vith his o\\'n 
flock is a complete church, \vhich depends as Uttle on 
other bishops as an ancient and independent colony on 
other settlements of the sanle race scattered up and 
do\vn the \vorld ? Thirdly, in the vie\v of St. Cyprian, 
the bishops are as the circumference of a circle. In 
order then that unity nlay be perfect, they must cleave 
to each other so as to entirely close the pale of the 
Church against schismatics and heretics; and they nlust 
cleave to the centre of the circle so that they may be 
gathered into a perfect unity: and thus, as every parti- 
cular church is in thé bishop, and its unity is constituted 
by hinl, the universal Church may be also in the bishop 
of all the bishops-this being the essential condition of 
its unity. N o\V, had St. Cyprian in this epistle nlen- 
tioned the first kind only of the unity \vhich is main- 
tained by the bishops in the Church, it \"ould not follo\v 
that he had denied the second. especially as the passages, 
quoted above, from the \vritings of this holy martyr, 
prove the contrary. But such is not the case. St. 
Cyprian, in the very passage on ,,"hich \ve are com- 
ll1enting, mentions the second kind of unity, ,vhich the 
bishops are to guard, \vhen he ,yrites: "Then (St. J Ohll, 
vi., 86-70) speaks Peter, upon \VhOnl the Church \vas 
to be built." He then adds that Churc!t Ineans "the 
people united to its pastor and the flock adhering to its 
shepherd:" therefore, every bishop united to his flock 
\vas to be built upon Peter. Is not this the second kind 
.'of unity, \\-hich all the bishops are to luaintain in the 
Church of Christ? As regards the other passage 53 of 
53 Edit. Balutii. Eþist. Iii., p. 7'2. 
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St. Cyprian, quoted by Dr. Pusey, fronl the epistle to 
Antonianus, the "rriter expressly says: "Having pre- 
served the bond of concord, and constantly kept the 
sacrament of the individual unity of: the Catholic Church, 
each bishop ordering, &c."[)4 If the passage be quoted 
at full length, it presents no difficulty \vhatever against 
the Catholic doctrine, since no one has ever denied 
the divine authority of each bishop ,yithin the lilnits of 
his diocese, provided he keeps the la,vs of Catholic 
unity, \vhich oblige every bishop to subordination to. 
the supreme jurisdiction of the successor of St. Peter. 
And this is proved by the other epistle, to Cornelius, 
quoted by Dr. Pusey,55 \\'here St. Cyprian, alluding 
to the authority of the bishop. asserts that the chair 
of St. Peter is the centre and the source of episcopal 
unity.56 Thus, so far from these passages making 
against the doctrine of supremacy, they harnlonise 
,,-ith it, and conlplete the idea of the unity of the 
Church as established by Christ. 
VIII. But if the High Church party rejects the' 
doctrine of the suprelnacy, from ,vhat principle then can 
unity be derived to the Church? Necessarily fronl the 
headship of Christ. and from that alone. 57 The \
ie\\'s of 
Anglican \\Titers on this point are identical "rith those 
of the Greek conlnlunioll,58 as "
eIl as ,,'Ïth the principles 
5-1 The entire passage is as foHows: "Manente concordiæ 
yinculo et perseverante Catholicæ Ecclesiæ individuo sacramento, 
actum suunl disponit et dirigit llnusquisque Episcopus, rationem 
propositi sui DOlnino redditurus "-1. c. 
5.; Edit. Balutii, Eþist. Iv., p. 86. 
5G "Pseudo episcopo sibi ab hæreticis constituto, nayigare 
audent, et ad Petri cathedram, atque ad Ecclesiam principalem,. 
unde unitas sacerdotalis exorta est."-1. c. 
fJ1 Eirellico1Z, p. 54-56. 
58 
'òa(JxAlJJs
a t;;'
; ,1JJ6
(}; ó XpJ(Þ;'b; sll,la, x=cpaì.
 <;-
; sxxÀ
(Jja;. 
za;-à '1"
V ò,òal1xaÀíav <;-(}Ù àt;;'ol1;-6ì-.ou. Conf. Orthod. Resp. ad 
Interrog. 85. Schelestrate: Acta Oricl/t. Eccl., p. 495. \Viner: 
COJllþarati'l'c Darstcllu71g dcs Lcltrbef{riffi', p. 171. Lcipzig, 1837., 
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adnIitted by all Protestants. 59 Dr. Pusey, nevertheless, 
admits that "Christ employs the ouhvard ministry of 
Inen, appointed in succession, from the day \vhen he 
breathed on the apostles."üo He further adnlits that 
the Church \vas framed like a body, to \vhich spiritual 
not1rishlnent is ministered by Christ in order to the 
gro\vth of the \vhole. N O\V the capital error of Dr. 
Pusey, as \vell as of all Protestants, is to confound 
the in\vard source and suprcnle principle of invisible 
unity in the Church \vith the out\vard and subordinate 
principle of its visible oneness. The action of this 
double principle is necessary in every part of the 
econolny of the Church. Christ is really the vine, 
from \vhich the sap of life is infused and distributed 
throughout the mystical body of the Church. His 
Holy Spirit abides in it for ever, teaching it all truths; 
nlaintains its energy and vigour in its never-ending 
struggle \vith the po\\'ers of darkness, and pours into it 
divine consolations in its afflictions and persecutions. 
Christ is, indeed, the head of the Church, and the 
Church is His body and fulness. G1 St. Paul often in- 
culcates this doctrine in his epistles; 6
 but the holy 
Apostle never calls Him the sole head of the Church, 
,,,hilst he does point to Hinl as the sole saviour of men; 
and at the sanle tinle he teaches that the Church is one 
body, even as God is. one, faith one, baptisnl one. 63 
Thus the doctrine of the Apostle on the headship of 
Christ in the Church, does not exclude a secondary and 
visible head, but rather inlplies it. The Church is com- 


59 "Ecclesia non potest ullum aliud h3 bere caput qualll Chris- 
tum."-Coll.f. Helv., ii., c. 17; and other passages quoted by 
'Yiner,1. c., p. 171-72. 
60 Eirellicoll, p. 55. 
61 E phes. i. 23. 
62 Ephes. i. 22; Y. 23; Coloss, i. 18. 
G3 Ephes. iv. 4, 5. 
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pared by St. Paul to a body on account of its visible 
unity. Now', the in1age of a visible body cannot be 
preserved ,vithout a visible head; for ,,,ho can ilnaginc 
a body one and visible, ,vhose head only is invisible? 
Especially as, according to the doctrine of St. Paul, the 
external Ininistry and the ecclesiastical hierarchy ,vcre 
called forth and established by Christ in His Church for 
the purpose of bringing it to an out,vard and visible 
unity; H for the perfecting," says the Apostle, H of the 
saints, for the ,,,"ork of the n1Ïnistry, for the edifying of 
the body of Christ; till ,ve all meet in the unity of the 
faith, and of the kno\vledge of the Son of God, unto a 
perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the 
fulness of Christ."64 Truly it is from Christ and His 
divine influence that H the '\Thole body," as the same 
apostle speaks, "fitly joined together and compacted by 
that ,vhich every joint supplies, according to the effectual 
\vorking in the measure of every part, n1akes increase of 
the body unto the edifying of itself in love."65 But stilI, 
according to the divine economy of Christ's Church, that 
invisible divine influence could not have realised and 
perfected the visible unity and action of the Church 
,vithout the external frame,vork of a visible hierarchy. 
Dr. Pusey, indeed, as ,ve have already remarked, does 
not deny this position; but he refuses to admit the 
consequences \vhich flo\v from it. In fact, the doctrine 
of the unity of the Church implies the unity both of 
each diocese, as of an integral portion of the ,yholc 
Church, and of all dioceses collectiyely, as constituting 
one and the san1e body. No,v, the unity of individual 
dioceses is n1aintained and signified by the oneness of 
the bishop, in ,vhon1, as the fathers speak, the Church 
culn1inates; so that a church separated from its bishop 
is separated also from Christ, and is consequently de- 


(:4 Ephes. iv. 1:2, 13. 


0:; Ephes. iv. 14. 
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privcd of the mystic influx of I-Iis hcadship. But ho\v is 
unity to be maintained in all the numerous mcmbers of 
the grcat body of the Church, if not by a universal 
bishop, the image of the divine and invisible bishop ,,'ho 
is in heavcn ?-a universal bishop, inferior and sub- 
ordinate to Him, and receiving at His hands authority 
and po"'cr, but at the same time the channel of juris- 
diction and unity in the Church. It is altogether 
illogical for those \vho adnlit the necessity of a bishop 
for each diocese, to deny the necessity of a universal 
bishop. Presbyterians are less inconsistent in this 
matter than Episcopalian Protestants. And, in truth, 
on ,vhat ground is the vie\v based \vhich denies the 
necessity of a universal bishop for the maintenance of 
the unity of the universål Church? Christ, they say, as 
I-Iead of the Church suffices to give it unity. But if He 
is sufficient to give unity to the ,vhole, ,vhy may He not 
give the same property to the several parts? If the 
existence of an invisible divine head be not inconsistent 
\vith the cxistence of the hierarchy of bishops, ,vhy 
should it be incompatible ,,'ith the existence of a visible 
head and centre of unity? If a visible head be necessary 
in each diocese to maintain the unity of the same, is it 
not still nlore requisite that there should exist a visible 
head \vhose function is to nlaintain the unity of the 
Church Catholic? Consistency seems to require that 
this be admitted. 
IX. This ,vill be rendered stil1rl1ore apparent if ,ve 
compare the principles of the Eircllicoll in the matter 
of unity ,vith those of Tract .LY c., to \vhich Dr. Pusey 
professes to adhere. In Tract .LYC:, sec. 12, \ve read as 
follo\\'s: "Each Church is independent of all the rest, 
and is to act on the principle of \vhat may be called 
episcopal independence, except, indeed, so far as the 
civil po\\'er unites any number of them together. 
Each diocese is a perfect independent church, sufficient 
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for itself: and the communion of Christians one \vith 
another, and the union of them altogether, lie . . in 
,vhat they are and have in conlmon, in their possession 
of the succession, their episcopal form, their apostolic 
faith, and the use of the sacraments." From this 
statement \ve conclude that, in the Anglican vie\v, the 
Church has no unity \\'hatever; each church and each 
bishop is \yholly unconnected \vith any other, except so 
far as some are bound together in external conllnunion 
by the authority of the state; but the state has no 
mission \vhatever to interfere \vith the organisation of 
the Church: so that in the system advocated by Tract 
Xc., the unity of the Church is an internal only and 
invisible unity. No\v let us apply to the Tractarian vie\v 
the argument lately developed. St. Paul insists on the 
necessity of an out\yard and visible hierarchy in the 
Church, for the purpose of originating and preserving its 
unity. But of \vhat unity is St. Paul speaking? Doubt- 
less of the unity of the body (ëv (fwl.iJa); but this is an 
out\vard and corporate unity, according to the language 
of the Scripture. The unity of the body implies social 
organisation: ,,,hat the joints are in a body, that is the 
ecclesiastical hierarchy in the Church. But that cannot 
be called a body \vhich is not" fitly joined together and 
compacted by that \\Thich every joint supplies;" there- 
fore, that is no church in \vhich the hierarchy of pastors 
in strong and compact organisation does not concur to 
unite the ,yhole into one. It follo\\'5 that the Anglican 
view of the Church is in evident contradiction with the 
doctrine of unity as taught in Scripture. The author of 
the Ez"rcJlicoll ,vishes, perhaps, to give some colour to 
this vie\v, \vhen, adopting as his own the words of St. 
Cyprian, quoted above, he maintains that "the Church 
,vas connected and joined together by the cement of 
bishops mutually cleaving to each other."66 No\v, is 
60 EirellicOll, p. 23 6 . 
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,,"hat is here stated a mere fact, or a fact and at the same 
tinle a principle? If it be nleant as a fact, and a fact 
only, ,ve yet need to be told ,vhat is the principle of 
unity in the Church as established by Christ. If Dr. 
Pusey denies any such principle, he should first ,explain 
ho,\' the Church can be one body ,,'hen individual parts 
are complete in themselves. If the Church must be a 
body, its parts nlust appear complete, not only regarded 
in thetnselves, but also ,vhen looked at in connection 
,,"ith the \\-hole, since the idea of the member of a body 
implies inconlpleteness in relation to that \vhole of 
,,"hich it is a member; and it implies, moreover, the 
necessity of being joined to the ,,,hole in order to com- 
pleteness in the nature of a member. Further, its 
connection ,vith the \vhole must be both an in\\rard and 
an out\vard connection, because its incompleteness as a 
member is internal as ,veIl as external. But if the 
above ,vords are intended to convey both a fact and a 
principle, then ,vc reply, first-that this principle con- 
tradicts the Anglican vie\v, as set forth by Tract ...:-\:"" C. ; 
and, secondly-that collective and representative unity 
is not the unity ,vhich Christ destined for His Church. 
This \vas the unity of an organic body, and, therefore, 
an ouhvard and visible unity, compacted in its joints
 
and cuhninating in a visible head. N O\V the paradigm 
of this perfect unity, given by our Blessed Lord Himself, 
is the unity of the mo
t Holy Trinity, and of His o\vn 
divine personality; and this unity, as ,ve have sho\\'n 
above, must be centred in a person ,vho is its root and 
source. According to the \vriter to \vhose doctrine \ve 
here address ourselves, the bishops are the source of 
unity in the Church; but, according to the Scripture 
and the Fathers, episcopal unity is to spring from the 
chair of St. Peter, in \vhich the fulness of ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction is concentrated. It is, indeed, pitiable to 
see ho\\" the T ractarians strive to elude the evidence 
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. of the Catholic demonstration, \vhich arises froln the 
1anguage of St. Cyprian. In the Oxford translation of 
the treatises of that Father, the page bears the running 
title, lC St. Peter is the principle of unity;" but in a 
foot-note \ve read that" each bishopric realises the 
, oneness of the Church."67 The mode of this realisation 
is eXplained in a note at the end of the treatise, \vherein 
\ve are inforn1ed lC that in theory there is one visible 
bishop, . each individual bishop being but a 
reiteration of every other." So that the conclusion is, 
"they (the Catholics) make St. Peter the real centre of 
unity; \ye the emphatic (sic) image and lesson of it; 
they n1ake St. Peter's chair, the holy Roman see, a 
necessary instrument of grace; \ye a symbol, &C."ü8 
\Vhat inconsistency and confusion is here. The title 
asserts that, according to S1. Cyprian's doctrine, St. 
Peter \va,S the principle of unity; in the note, this is 
alleged to be an opinion only of the Ron1anists. 1\Iore- 
over, \\'hile it is true that the Episcopate, considered as 
an Order, is one, and that each bishop, in virtue of his 
consecration, enjoys an equal portion of it, it is also true 
that the \vhole Episcopate in 'union \vith Peter and his 
successors is one as regards ecclesiastical jurisdiction; 
because it is through union \\Tith Peter that this juris- 
diction resides in its fulness in all the bishops, \vho by 
their union constitute the Church of Christ. But it is 
not true, as shall be sho\\'n hereafter, that each indi- 
vidual bishop is absolute 'lnd supreme over the whole 
flock of Christ, as if he \ 1T ere alone in the \\Torld. ()!) \V c 
hope to lead the reader to see that they err \\"ho believe 
such a theory to be countenanced by apostolic teaching. 


61 Treatises of St. Cyþrian. Tract V., p. 134. In the Library 
of the Fathers, vol. iii., Oxford. 
68 Ibid., p. 150. 
69 This is taught in the place last cited. 
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\Vere it so, there ,,"ould be in the Church as many heads 
as bishops, ,vith, of course, as many bodies as heads; 
and hence a state of confusion and disorder, ,yhich could 
never represent the unity of the most Holy Trinity and 
of the Incarnate "Vord of God. 


SECTION II. 


TIlE DIYINE INSTITUTIOX OF THE PRI
IACY TK TIll" 
CHURCII OF CHRIST. 


MEMBERS both of the High and LO\\T Church parties in 
England have ever understood that St. Peter's supremacy 
is the foundation of the authority of the Pope; that if a 
rcal primacy of jurisdiction over the other Apostles be 
once ackno,vledged as belonging to St. Peter, the autho- 
rity of the Pope, as asserted by Catholics, ".ould of 
nccessity foIl o 'v. Therefore, all Protestants, as ,veIl as 
the follo,vers of Photius,70 obstinately deny St. Peter's 
divine suprenlacy, that so they may be able con- 
sistently to reject the divinely conferred suprell1acy of 
his successors. Nevertheless, none of these refuse to St. 
Peter a primacy of Honour and Order, a pre-cnlinence 
of dignity among thc Apostles; neither do they refuse 
such a pre-eminence to the Popes, but they refuse to 
extend to it a higher character than that of an eccle- 



(I l\lacarius: Theolog. Dogm. orthod., t. ii., pt. 3, c. i., sec. I ï 5. 
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siastical institution. a Andre\ves,;2 Montague,73 Bram- 
halI,i4 Beveridge,75 Barro\v,76 &c., held the same view, 
,vhich has been adopted by Inodern divines of the 
English establishn1ent-Bloolnfield,77 Palmer,78 Alford,ï9 
Milman,so Bro\vne,SI &c.; and the Tractarians, ,vith Dr. 
Pusey at their head, have not advanced one step in this 
-matter. But as regards the passages of Scripture by 
\vhich the Catholic doctrine of Peter's supremacy is 
proved, all do not take the same vie\v. \Vith regard to 
the principal passage in l\Iatt. xvi., 18, a fe\v, indeed, 
among recent English commentators, follo\ving in the 
steps of Beveridge, deny that the \vords of Christ refer 
to Peter. 82 Some, as 1\lr. Palmer and Dr. Bro\vne, think 


i1 Blondcl says, "Protestantes neque apostolicæ cathedræ digni- 
tatem unquam veteri Romæ denegasse, neque primatum, quem 
habet in vicinas Ecclesias, Í1nmo etiam quem aliqua ratione obtinet 
in universa, ita tanlen ut Ecclesiastico juri dumtaxat id tribuant, 
quod pontifices divino jure ad se pertinere contendunt."-De Pri- 
matlt Paþæ, p. 2.h (apud Ballerini, t. i., p. 17). 
72 Andrewes: Resþolls. ad Aþ%g. BellarmÙzi, c. i., p. I-t-. 
Edit. 1610. 
13 1\Iontague: Origines Eccles. Pars posterior, p. 185. 
a Branlhall: ......,
cltislll Guarded, Discourse iv., sec. i., chs. i., x. 
xii., pp. 371-2, 468-9, 483 ; sec. viii., p. 609 ('V orks, vol. ii. Oxford). 
í" Beveridge: Ou the Thirly-1lÙle Articles ('Yorks, vol. vii., 
p. 580. Oxford). 
7G Barrow: A Treatise of tIle Poþe's Suþremacy, supp. i., p. 144, 
&c. (\Vorks, vol. vii. London, 1831). 
í7 Bloonlfield: Greek Testal/lt'llt. l\1att. xvi. 18, note p. 95, 
\"01. i. London, 1839. 
78 Palmer: Oil tIle Churcll oj' Christ, pt. yii., c. i., vol. ii., p. 370, scq. 
79 Alford: Greek Testallll'lzt. N ate on l\latt. xvi. 18, yol. i., 
p. 16 3. 
80 l\Iilman: History of the Latill Church, bk. ii., c. i.) vol. i., 
p. 80. London, 1857. 
H Browne: Oil the Thirly-1lÙle Articles, art. 37, sect. ii., p. 808, 
seq. London, 1856. 
82 \Ve etre not surprised that \V ordsworth saw Christ only in 
the t;;'É'1"pa of St. l\Iatthew, for which, notwithstanding, he was 



Di7JÙIC JltStïtlltiOll of the PrÍ1Jlac)'. 3 I 


that it is doubtful \vhether they relate to Christ or to 
Peter, or to the faith in the divinity of Christ nlanifested 
by hiln; and that on this account it cannot afford 
ground for an article of faith. 83 l\fany, as l\farsh, Bloom- 
field, Alford,8! &c., Inoved by the authority of German 
interpreters, such as Fitscher, Kuinoel, Bengel,85 &c", not 
'Only adrnit that the \vords " upon this rock" (È':i'l ,:,aú7"'!1 ':'
 
'ÜE7"fq.) should be understood of Peter, but think any 
other exposition strange, unnatural, and founded upon 
gratuitous suppositions. They, nevertheless, deny that 
by these \vords any supremacy of jurisdiction is implied. 
\Ve \vill, therefore, attempt to sho\v first, that these 
,vords nlost certainly apply to St. Peter, such being 
the unanimous persuasion of all antiquity; and, 
secondly, that by the terms employed concerning St. 
Peter, a primacy of jurisdiction is meant. 
II. As regards the literal meaning of the \\yords of 
St. l\Iatthc\v, \Vc have the \varrant of many Protestants, 
both German and English, that the most natural and 
straightfonvard interpretation is that \\rhich refers the 
'vords "upon this rock" to Peter. Dr. Bloomfield \\
rites 
as folIo,vs: "It is strange that it should have been passed 
over by any." 8U N O\V, if \ve consider the context of the 
chapter in question, any other literal interpretation \vill 
appear \vholly inadmissible. St. Peter, enlightened by 
the Holy Ghost, makes the most solemn confession of 
faith in the divinity of Christ; in re"
ard of \vhich Christ 


.severely censured by Dcan Alford (1. c.); but we are truly surprised 
that Dr. Burton, a writcr of no small repute among the High Church 
party, thinks that Christ, in the above-mentioned passage, told all 
the Apostles that they are the rock on which He intended to build 
His Church. (Greek Test., note on Matt., 1. c.) Dr. Burton is 
-evidently afraid of the c01lseque1lces of the common explanation. 
83 Palmcr: 1. c., p. 373. Browne: 1. c., pp. 806-7. 
St Bloomfield and Alford: Note on :Matt. xyi. 18- 

 See thcir C01JZJ1lelltarzes on 
latt. xvi. 18. 
86 Bloomfield: 1. c. 
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besto,ys on hin1 a n1agnificent encolnium: calls him 
blessed ,vith heavenly blessedness (/JJuxáplO;); and pro- 
fesses His purpose of besto,ving a proportionate re,vard, 
in correspondence ,vith the sublimity of his faith. (C And 
I also say unto thee/' Kàyw ò
 lIO; j.É/
' Christ replies 
,vith full authority, as the Lord of heaven and earth, as 
the Son of God, according to St. Peter's solemn pro- 
clamation. It ,vas then nlost fitting that He should 
use ,vords of an import adapted to express not only 
the re,vard besto,ved on Peter's confession, but also His 
o,vn po,ver and Godhead. N O\V, according to the 
Protestant interpretation, \vhich ".e are combating, after 
that solemn introduction, "And I also say unto thee," 
Christ ,vould only have said to Peter that he ,vas Cephas 
(IIÉrpoç); that is, nlerely repeated to him \vhat He had 
already announced long before, \vhen He promised to 
change his narne into that of Cephas. s7 Nay, more, He 
,,'ould only be repeating the very fulfilment of that 
pronlise ;1:\8 and further still, He ".ould be ,yarning 
St. Peter that the ne,v name besto,ved upon hiln had 
no office, no dignity \vhatever, connected ,vith it; that 
HÌ1nself ,vas the rock, on ".hich His Church ,vas to be 
built, ,vhile Peter himself ".as nothing. \Vho does not 
see the untenable character of this interpretation, ,vhich 
Canon \\T ords"rorth, and those ,,,ho synlpathise ,vith hinl 
in his vie\,.s, have so strenuously maintained ?8!) On the 
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p/JJnv= uS':'CGI IIs,:,po;. 
bS NIark iii. 16. Kuì h;ÉOnXH úvo/.LU ':'ÇJ "5.í/JJWVI IIÉ.....pov. 


 \Ye do not dwell upon the COlnlnon difficulties urged by some 
Protestants of the 01d school, founded on the difference between 
<::
'ipO; and ":':"É..pa in the above pass3.ge. It would have equal force 
ûgainst the interpretation which we are conlbating; and it has 
lJeen 1110reOVer frequently refuted, not on1y by Catholic but even 
by Protestant critics; for instance, Rosennlül1er, 
lichaclis, Kuinoel: 
Benge1, and others. 
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contrary, ho\v natural, how reasonable, and ho\v neces- 
sary, is the interpretation which every Catholic advo- 
cates? vVhat Christ expressed so solemnly by the 
,vords "Kåyw 0$ (JO] ÀÉyw," And I also say unto thee, 
,vas meant to correspond ,vith \vhat had been as 
solemnly said by Peter in the ,vords "

 sf ó xpl(JTbç; ó uíò; 
'Tot; Gsotí ';"otí 
WIl'i'O;," Thou art Christ the son of the living 
God. So that as Peter had been the first among the 
Apostles to proclaim solemnly, under an especial influence 
of the Holy Ghost, the divinity of Christ, in like manner 
Christ appointed hiln to be the rock on \vhich I-Ie ,vould 
build His Church. In this vie,v, all the passages ,vhich 
refer to the ne\v nan1e of Simon the son of J ona, are 
seen to be in admirable hannony. As soon as Simon 
"..3.S presented to Christ by Andrc\v, his brother, our 
Lord, \1;ho ,veIl kne\\r his destiny, and \vhat ,vas the 
office and the character for which he "\,.as to be chosen, 
gave a pron1ise to change his name into that of Cephas. 
'\Then the nun1ber of the T".elve ,vas con1pleted, He 
gave him that nan1e; but He did not promise him the 
office and the character to which it had reference, 
before having obtained from him a solelnn and public 
confession of His Divinity. Still, although Peter by a 
prophetic name, and by an explicit promise of an 
eminent office, had been designated by Christ to be 
the head and the ruler of His Church; yet Christ, as 
long as He remained on earth, did not invest him \vith 
the high dignity of æcumenical pastor, since Peter ,vas 
not to be Christ's vicar and the visible head of the 
Church, until Christ had left this \\.orld and gone to 
I-lis Father. No\v, to return to our main point, both 
the literal sense of the \vords of IVlatthe\\., and the 
context, no less than the harmony of the Gospels on 
this point, unquestionably prove that the ,vords of 
Christ, "Upon this rock I \vill build IVly Church," 
arc necessarily to be understood of Peter. 
n 
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III. 1\1r. Palmer, Dr. Bro\vne, and other modern 
English \vriters, Inake no allusion to the literal sense 
of the above passage, nor to the context. They strive 
rather to thro,v doubt and uncertainty over the true 
4 and manifest meaning; and on this account they con- 
tend that the Fathers, by their conflicting explanations 
of the above \,rords, have sufficiently proved the uncer- 
tainty of their purport. No\v "re absolutcly deny the 
existence of such a conflict among the Fathers. In 
the first five centuries of the Church there are at least 
t\venty-seven Fathers ,vho understand Peter to be the 
rock on \\"hich the Church \vas built; that is to say, 
nlore than the High Church party could appeal to in 
support of any other doctrine \\rhatever. Mr. Palmer, 
on the authority of Du Pin and N atalis Alexander, 
mentions fourteen only of these. They are Tertullian, 
Origen, St. Cyprian, St. Hilary, St. Basil, St. Ambrose, 
St. Epiphanius, St. Jerome, St. Augustin, St. Cyril of 
Alexandria, St. Leo, St. I\Iaximus, Theophylact, and 
Euthymius. But ,ve add to this nunlber at least 
thirteen others, \vhose ,vords \vill be found at the foot 
of pp. 34-6. They are St. Firmilian,90 St. James of 
Nisibis, ,vho \vas present at the Council of Nice, m St. 
Ephrem,92 St. Gregory of Nyssa,93 St. Pacian,94 Caius 


90 Firmilianus: Eþis!. ad CyþriaUltJ1l (inter Epist. S. Cypr., 
lxxv. Edit. Balutii, p. 148). "Super queln Petrum fundalnenta 
Ecclesiæ collocata sunt." 
91 Jacobus Episcopus N isib.: Serul. vii., n. vi. " Suscepit 
eunl (Petrunl) Dominus noster, fecitque illulll fundalnentunl 
ct vocavit emn petraln ædificii Ecclesiæ." (Gallandi, t. v., 
p. lvi.-vii. See also SerJ1l. i., n. xiii., p. ix., and Ser1Jl. xi., 
ll. xii., p. lxxxiv.) 
92 S. Ephrem Syrus: Sf-'rIll. xiii. (inter Sennoncs Syriacos, t. ii. 
Edit. ROln., p. 433-34). "Suscepit nimirmn lapides qui suam ædifi. 
caturus erat Ecclesiam super Cepham." 
93 S. Greg. N yss: Laudatio ii. in S!eþha111lJll. (0)'0; ,áp 
(J
I 
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Iarius Victorinlls,
5 St. John Chrysoston1,OO St. Asterills,D7 
Paul Orosius,m, Boniface 1.,09 }"elix 111.,100 Pseudo- 
.Ambrosills,lOl and Gelasills. 102 In a ,,'ord, in addition 


, .. , , , 
 ,\ ", } ' 
 ,. ,
ft\ , 
.xUI O%YPlJJ':"U':"'1] ':'::Tpa E
 '1]V r-7jV '..i!.i!.r..rjc1lay 0 
(JJ"1iP Cfi!.oo{j/
r,(J:. 
(Penes Gallandi, t. vi"
 p. 600.) 
9-1 S. Pacianus.: Eþis!. iii., n. ii. (Gallandi, t. vii., p. 
65). "Ipso 
referente :\Iatthæo, paullo superius ad Petrum loquutus est Dominus; 
ad unum, ideo ut unitateln fundaret ex uno; mox id ipsum in com- 
JTIune præcipiens qualiter tamen ad PetrUln incipit: Tu es Petrus 
et super hanc petram," etc. 
9,:) Caius 
Iarius Victorinus: In Epist. ad Galat., i. 18. "Si in 
Petro fundanlentum EccIesiæ positUll1 est, ut in Evangelio dictum; 
cui reyelata erant Olnnia Paulus scivit videre se deb ere Petrum; 
quasi cum cui tanta auctoritas a Christo data esset, non ut ab eo 
aliquid disceret." (:.\Iai., Senpt. Vet. l{O'i/ll (,òllcctio, t. iii., pt. ii., 
P.9.) 
96 S. Chrysostomus: Hom. ill illud, Hoc Seitotc, n. 4. (Op., 
IT' .. '" - ."" , 
t. yi. Edit. l\Iaur, p. 282). ::;-po; 0 i!.opUfalo; ':'0<1 XOPOi), 'TO (J,;"o,lJJa 
';"'
v à';-;fJ(J,;",iì..(JJv å,:,:á:.',:,wy, 
 7..::paÀ
 <;""
; ç:pu:;-pía; ÈZEÍYr,;, Ó ':'
; 
r;Ì'J'..ou/ÛY'1]; á.;;-áO'r,; ':':pfJ(J'í(í.T'1];, Ö 
E/

ÀIO; r-ñ; ÈXí!.ì.r,(Jla;. See also 
H01Jl. iii., De Poellit, n. ..J. (Op., 1. ii., p. 300). 
97 S. Asterius Amasenus: Hom. viii., ill SSw Petrul/t et 
PaltbtlJl (Edit. l\Iigne, PP. Gracci., t. xl., p. 267). · 0 ò
 )IOIIOí'EII
; 
'-:. /I \ 1 l:
' - , , e '-:. \ 11 , . ,y .... 
t;:CJ.r.IV, i'..CJ.vW; .:V r,iJUí'ïEJ.IOI; CP
O'IV 
 :!
:^1011 TO\! :TpOIl O\!O,'
u-:,el ..rJ; 
' E 
, , , ?' , "" I " 
. %Xr.r,O'ICJ.;. 
iJ EI 11:: <;,,"PO;, xal :';:, :;-atJ<;""?J <;""'fJ t;;'::;-pq.. 
98 Paruus Orosius: L. de Arbitrii Lzöcr!atc, n. 23. (Edit. 

'ligne, PP. LL., t. :\.xxi., p. II9::!.) "TestÍ1nonio dilectionis DOlnini 
(Petrus) nunc petra fundamenti Ecclesiæ constituitur." "0 Petre 
supra quam pet ram Christus suam fundavit Ecclesiam."-n. 27 
(I. c", p. 1195), n. 30 (1. c., p. 1199), &c. 
99 Bonifacius I.: 
pist. V., n. i. (Coustant., Eþist. RR. P P., 
p. 1022). "Ncque potest tibi esse non proximus (PetIus), qui 
pastor dominicarunl ovimn cst perpetuus constitutns; aut aliqualn 
ubivis positam Ecclesiam non curare in quo 1t/lÍ7 l ersalis Eeeksiæ 
þosil1/lJl legi11ZltS þtllda1JleJltum." 
100 Felix III. : Eþist. xii., ad ZC1l0llCm Suþ. 
Labbe, Acta Conc., 
t. '". Edit. V 
netiis, p. 208). "Sumlnunl Apostolorum B. Petrum 
et Petranl fidei esse." See also EjJlst. v., ad cundcm ZeJZOIZCJJl (1. c., 
p. 164, seq.). 
101 Pseudo-Alnbrosius: ..)cnlzo. xliv., n. 3 (In Op. S. Ambrosii. 
Edit. l\Iaur, t. ii., p. 499). "Pro hac devotione dicitur Petro: Beatus es 
D 2 
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to the obvious meaning of the ,yords themselves, ,ve 
have, in favour of that meaning, all the Fathers and 
Doctors of antiquity, ,,,ho, "rithout exception, bear the 
same ,vitness to the traditional sense-throughout the 
Catholic Church-of the ,vords of Christ. \Vhere, then, 
do \ve see any trace of a conflict bet\veen the inter- 
pretations, as given by the Fathers, of this passage 
of St. l\'Iatthe,v? lYlr. Paln1er and his friends, on the 
authority of Du Pin, reply that many Fathers under-- 
stood the rock to lnean our Lord; others, the true 
- faith; and others, the Apostles collectively. But 1\1.-. 
Paln1er supposes that those Fathers intended to give 
their interpretations as being the literal sense of the 
".ords of Christ. If such is his opinion, he does a 
great injustice to the Fathers, by supposing them to 
have adopted a strange, an unnatural, a distorted, a 
fanciful interpretation; for such are the terms "rhich 
Rosenn1iiller, I<uinoel, Bengel. Blaolnfield, Alford, and 
others, apply to these various interpretations; and, 
Inoreover, by falsely representing thel11 as guilty of 
self-contradiction: far all the Fathers ,vho, before the 
sixth century, seen1 to have adopted any of the above- 
lnentioned interpretations, referred the 1"'Ock literally 
to St. Peter. As is done, far instance, by Origen, 
Hilary, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Alubrase, St. ] erame, 
St. Augustine, St. Chrysastom, St" Cyril af Alexandria, 
St. Leo, &c. Our adversaries cannot deny the fact, as 
it results even frOl11 the bare cOD1parison of the lists 
of nalnes subjoined b) them ta each of the above- 
mentioned opinions. Na\v, if those very Fathers \vho 
understood the ;rock either of Christ, or of St. Peter's 


Silnon Barjona, etc. Recte igitur quia petra Christus; Simon nuncu- 
patus est Petrus; ut qui cmu Domino fidei societatem 11abebat, CUB1 
Domino haberet et nominis Dominici unitatem: ut sicut a Christo 
Christianus dicitur, ita a petra Christo Petrus Apostolus yocatur." 
lO
 Gelasius 1.: Eþist. xiv., si,,'e Tractatlfs. (Labbe, t. Y., P.341). 
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faith and confession,103 are to be found 111aintaining 
the obvious reference of the rock to St. Peter, it 
n1anifestly fo110\\'5 that, in proposing that collateral, 
111ediate, and indirect exposition, they did not forget 
the in1mediate, original, and traditional interpretation 
of the rock, ever nlaintainecl by the Church Catholic. 
But further, the literal interpretation \\-hich refers the 
J"ock to St. Peter, so far fro 111 excluding the other 
interpretations given a
ove, is perfectly consistent \vith 
them. Nay, all these interpretations, if \\'e put thenl 
together, supply us \vith the complete and full nlcaning 
of Christ's \vords; for St. Peter \\-as, it is true, appointed 
the rock on \vhich the Church \vas to be built, but 
he \vas not to be the principal, the original rock, fron1 
\vhich the Church \\'as to derive its intcrnal strength. 
Peter ,vas not hilllself to be the rock: .. That rock 
""as Christ," according to the \\"ords of the Apostle; 
.and H other foundation can no man lay than that \vhich 
is laid, \\-hich is Jesus Christ." 104 Peter ""as to be the 
rock of the Church, but secondarily to Christ, fronl 
\vhom the Church \\ras to rcceive its stability. Yet 
he \vas to be the ouhvard and visible rock, \\"hilst 
Christ \vas the in\vard and invisible foundation. For 
the secondary and visiblc rock cannot be conceived 
,,-ithout the prirnary foundation. l\Ioreover, faith, and 
faith in Christ, is the principle \vhich constitutes Christ's 
Church. Therefore, Peter ,vas appointed to be the 
rock of the Church, on account of his faith in, and 
public confession of, the divinity of Christ. In other 
",\"ords, our Lord founded His Church upon Peter, 
\\"ho had solemnly professed his faith in His divinity. 
Peter, then, is the rock, because he represents-and, 
ill a manner, embodies-th.e principle of faith in Christ. 
103 In the course of this Section we will show that by the tcrn1 
" rock" we must not understand all the Apostles. 
lOt I Cor. iii. I I; x. 4. 
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On this account, SOine of the Fathers, ,vhilst taking- 
the rock in its literal sense, at the same time say also 
that faith in Christ, or public confession of this faith, 
, .is the rock of the Church. These interpretations, far 
fronl being incoInpatible, rather are naturally ilnplied 
each in the other, and serve to bring out the full 
.import of the ,vords of Christ. \ Vhat ,\"onder, then. 
if in the fourth and fifth centuries, ,vhen Arianism 
illlpugned the divinity of Christ, and attelllpted to 
shake the rock of the Church, the Fathers lifted up 
their voice, and denounced the heretics as destroyers 
of the Church-for the Church, as they teach, is built 
on the rock of Christ, on the confession of His divinity? 
In speaking thus. they did not reject the literal sense 
l1anded do,\Tn by the tradition of the first three centuries, 
,\.hich they thelllseives had already repeatedly set forth 
in their '\Titings. But in opposing the Arian heresy 
and its offshoots, they preferred to aiIn a blo,," against 
it by the use of the 11lediate, indirect, and relative 
interpretation. A fe\\T passages of the Fathers ".in 
serve to confinn our statell1ent. 
IV. Indeed, the Fathers expressly distinguish be- 
t\veen the pritnary and the secondary rock on ,\.hich the 
Church is founded. "On this rock," says St. J er0111e, 
"the Lord founded the Church; fronl this rock the- 
Apostle, St. Peter, obtained his naine. Thc. 
foundation \\.hich the Apostle, as an architect, laid dO\\ï1, 
is none other than our Lord Jesus Christ. On that 
foundation, firmly set in its O\Vll l11assive strength, the 
Church is built."Io.> No\v this passage of St. ]eronle by 


10:) S. HieronYlnus: 1. iii., COllll1l. in l\1att. yii. 25, 26 (Gp., t. vii. 
Edit. Vallarsii, p. 42). "Super hanc petraln DOlninus fundayit 
Ecclesimn, ab hac petra Apostolus Petrus sortitus cst nomen. . . 
fundamentmn quod Apostolus Architectus posuit, unllS est DOlninus 
noster J. C. Super hoc fundalnentmn stabile ct finnum ct per SC" 
robusta Inole fundatmn, ædificatur Christi Ecclcsia." 
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no nleans implies the exclusion, but, rather, the de- 
velopn1ent of another passage in the same.commentary, 
,,-here he says: "To Sin10n, ",ho believed on the rock 
-,vhich is Christ-\\"as given the name of Peter. And, 
in accordance \\"ith the metaphor of a rock, is it justly 
said to him, 'I ,vill build l\1y Church upon thee.' "100 
In both these passages the doctrine is the same: Christ 
is represented as the fundamental rock of the Church, 
the rock ,vhich dra,,'s its strength from itself. But still 
it is stated that the Church is built on St. Peter; that 
St. Peter \\'as the rock of the Church, but not the 
independent rock-not the rock solid and massive in 
its 0\\"11 strength, but the rock ,yhich o,ves its stability 
to the fundan1ental rock on \yhich it rests. The doctrine 
of the other Fathers is in perfect harmony ,,"ith that of 
St. J eron1e. H Although," says St. Basil, "Peter is the 
rock, he is not the rock as Peter; for Christ is really 
the unshaken rock (xpUJ':"ò; ,àp Zy,:"w; 

':"pa àö'áì"ELJ
();), but 
Peter by reason of the rock (<::
;P(); òÈ òlà ':"
!I r:É':"pav). 
Because Christ besto,vs His gifts, not as parting ,vith, 
but retaining \vhat he besto,,'s."107 St. Gregory of 
yssa 
expresses the sanle vie". ,,-hen saying that Sirnon "".as 
perfected by faith, and having cleaved to the rock, 
b 1 " ( ' - ' ù 
, ...., , 1- 
ecame a roc { E':"SA5/W 17 viCI. ':"11; t;;'1(J,,
W;, 'Y.al t;;'pO(j
:;(JI; ':"?J 
t;;';..pq. <;;,
;-po; È,
Y5"0).108 The same is the sentiment of 
Asterius: .. He (Christ) ,,-ho is truly the first, \,.as cast 


lOG S. Hieronyn1us: In :\latt. xvi. 18, p. 1
-1-. 
107 S. Basilius: HOlll. de Pocllit, n. 4- (Op., t. ii. Edit. l\Iaur, 
Parisiis, 1722, p. 606). Although Garnier and Tillen10nt doubt 
whether this hmnily is to be ascribed to St. Basil, yet many 
critics consider it genuine; and Garnier hin1self n1aintains that it 
111ust have been written by smne cotemporary bishop against the 
N ovatians and :\Iontanists. (See preface in 1. ii., Op. S. Basilii, 
sec. vi., p. xviii.) 
108 St. Gregory X yss. : HOlJ/. xv. Ù! Cllllt. Can tie (Op., 1. i. Edit. 

lignc, p. 1088). 
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do\vn, as SOIne vast and strong stone, into the hollo\v of 
this \vorld; or, as David says, into this vale of tears. 
But \vith a like appellation did our Saviour 
also adorn that first of His disciples, denon1inating him 
the rock of the faith." 109 The same is inculcated by St. 
An1brose: C( Christ," he says, H is the rock . . . but He 
did not refuse to besto\\r this title even upon l-lis disciple" 
so that he, too, might be Peter, on account of deriving 
from the rock solid constancy and firn1ness of faith." 110 
1\11 the Fathers speak in the same sense \vhen they un- 
derstand the rock to mean St. Peter's faith. Without 
faith in the divinity of Christ, Simon \\rould not have 
becoll1e Peter, the rock of the Church. Therefore, the 
faith and the confession of St. Peter are the true rock 
of the Church; and on this account the Fathers, even 
in the Council of Ephesus, call St. Peter the rock and 
pillar of the Church, the rock and pillar of the con- 
fession ; and for that reason they say that Christ laid 
the foundation of the Church on the confession of St. 
Peter. HI This explanation may be confirmed by the 
\vords of the author of the first sermon on Pentecost, 
,vho, speaking of the Church, says: H Christ did not 
build upon a Inan, but upon his faith." 112 Neither does 
the doctrine of St. Augustin, if looked at in its true 
light, differ fron1 that con1mon to all antiquity. In 
fact, he says: "Rock is a principal name; therefore, 


109 S. Asterius: 1. c. 
110 S. Anlbrosius: Exþosit. ill Lucam, 1. vi., n. 97 (Op., t. i., 
Edit. Maur, Parisiis, p. 1407). 
111 These words are of St. Chrysostonl. Hom. lxxxii. al. lxxxiii. 
in l\Iatt., n. 3. Edit. l\laur (Op.. t. vii., p. 786), and in 1. Epist. ad 
Galat., n. i. (t. x., Op., p. 657). The saIne Doctor had called Peter 
rock of the faith, &c., as in Ho;n. de Deb. deccm Talent, n. 3 (t. iii., 
Op., p. 4), and in HOJJl. Contra Ludos, n. i. (t. vi. Op., p. 273). For 
the passages of the other Fathers, see Ballerini, Dc vi et ratioJle 
PrÙnatlt,r, t. i., c. xii., sec. i., p. 67, scq. Edit. 177 0 . 
112 Senno i. Ùl Pentec. (in t. iii. Op. S. Chrysostomi, p. 790). 
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Peter is denominated from the rock (Petrus a petra), 
not the rock from Peter (!lOll P,:tra a Petro). 
'Thou art Peter,' said Christ, 'and on thc rock \\-hich 
thou didst ackno\vledgc ,vhen saying, "Thou art the 
Christ, the Son of the living God," I \vill build 1Iy 
Church.' " That is to say: I ,vill build l\fy Church 
upon faith in the Son of the living God; I \vill build 
thee upon l\iyself, not IVlyself upon thee. 1l3 Thus St. 
Augustin, \vith all the other Fathers, ackno\vledges- 
1.. That Peter, by his name, derives his strength and 
:firmness fronl Christ, \'\'ho of Himself is the true and 
self-subsisting rock. 2. That the first foundation of the 
Church is Christ, not Peter. 3. That Peter becan1e 
the rock of the Church by being founded on Christ, 
and by the public confession of His divinity. No\v, the 
doctrine of Peter being the head of the Church rests 
upon these three points; the doctrine \vhich the Catholic 
Church has ever taught, and ,vhich she \\'ill teach till 
the end of the ,vorld. Innocent III. sumnlarily ex- 
presses it in the most explicit terms. " Although," says 
he, "the first and principal foundation of the Church be 
the Only-begotten Son of God, Jesus Christ, according 
to the Apostle (I Cor, iii. 2), yet the other, and secon- 
dary foundation of the Church, is Peter." 114: But, more- 
over, "'hat doubt can there be about the mode in ,vhich 
the ,vord rock nlust be taken in the text under conside- 
ration, ,,-hen the Universal Church has invariably and 
solenlnly declared that she understands it of St. Peter? 
In Ì\\'O Councils-those of Ephesus and Chalcedon- 
the literal interpretation ,vas assunled as true ,vithout 
the least contradiction. In the Council of Ephesus, 
Philip, the legate of the Roman see, openly asserts that, 
II St. Petcr is thc prince and the head of the Apostles, 


113 S. Augustinus: ,,-(,'CYJJl. lxxvi., n. i. (Gp., t. Y., Edit. ì\Iaur, 
p. 290.) 
114 I nnoccntius I 11.: Eþis!. ccix. Reg., I. ii., Pontific, an. ii., 
_\.D. I 198. 
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the pillar of the faith, the foundation of the Catholic 
Church." 115 And in the Council of Chalcedon, Pascha- 
sinus and Lucentius, the papal legates, nlade the same 
declaration, calling St. Peter, H the rock and ground- 
"'ork of the Catholic Church, and the foundation of 
the orthodox faith." llG l\Ioreover, the rock is understood 
of Peter in the "'ell-kno\vn formulary of faith set forth 
by Pope Hornlisdas to the Eastern Church after the 
schism of Acacius. u7 This formulary ,,-as received and 
signed by all the patriarchs and bishops of the Oriental 
Church; and in the Eighth CEcumenical Council it ,vas. 
again confirmed by all the Fathers, both of the Latin 
and Greek Churches. us So that, as Bossuet remarks, 
that formulary may be said to be sanctioned by the 
,,-hole Catholic \vorld. 1l9 In the face of all this evidence, 
ho,v can 1\lr. Palnler, Dr. BrO\\ïle, and their follo,vers, 
believe it to be .. proved incontestably that the Church 
has not received any certain Apostolical tradition as to 
the meaning of this part of the text?" (l\latt. xvi. 18).12() 


11.') (Labbe, t. iii., Co II C. Eþ!t., act. iii, Edit. Venetüs, p. 1153.) 
, . ".., ,
\ 
, ' ì " """, . 
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SlÛì.lo;. (Labbe, t. iy., COJlc. Chalced., 
act. iii., p. 1305.) 
117 "
on pot est D. N. J. C. prætennitti sententia dicentis: 
Tu es Petrus et super hanc petraln ædificabo Ecclesiam Inealn." 
(Labbe, t. v., in libello Joan. Episc. Const. ad Honnisdaln, p. 622.) 
Denzinger, Enchiridion. Edit. 186 5, p. 49. 
118 COllC. viii. (EClt/Il., act. i. (Labbe, t. X., p. 497.) 
119 Bossuet: DefCllSío Ded. CIeri Gallicani, pt. ii., 1. xv., c. vii., 
p. 338, 1. ii. Edit. Basil., 1 733. 
, Hæc professio fidei ab Honnisda 
Pontifice sic data ab on1nibus Episcopis Orientalibus, eorUlnque 
antesignanis Constantinopolitanis Patriarchis est recepta. Qua de 
re Occidentales Episcopi, præsertÏ1n Gallicani, 111ultum in DOlnino 
collætantur, ut certum sit, hanc forn1ulalll a tota Ecc1esia Catholica 
con1 pro batan1.:' 
120 Pahner: Treatisc Oil the Churcll of Christ, yo1. ii., 1. c., 
p. 375. Browne: Ope cit., 1. c., p. 808. 
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V. l\Ir. Palmer, ho,\'cver, follo\ving in the footsteps of 
]3Ioomfield, !{osenn1üllcr, Bengel, Kuinoel, &c", in order 
to get rid of the difficulty, adduces a ne,v interpreta- 
tion. He thinks that, "St. Peter ""as the rock 011 
,,'hich the Church "'as founded, because he "'as the 
first ,,'ho professed his faith in Christ, and ,vho first 
preached to the J e\,'s," &cY
l N O\V, the first reason given 
by l\Ir. Painler in support of his opinion amounts to 
this: Christ, in order to re,,'ard the faith of Peter, ,vho 
,,'as the first to believe in His divinity, appointed hin1 
a: rock-that is to say, the first ,,,ho believed in His 
divinity. IdclIl þcr idcul. But on "'hat grounds is it 
asserted that the rock inlplies only that St. Peter ,vas 
to be the first to preach to the J e\vs ? Thcir interpre- 
tation is said to be suggested by the authority of the 
Pseudo-Ambrose, and of Tertullian, in a passage 
"Titten after he had fallen into the ::\Iontanist heresy. 
But even if those Ì\'"O ancient ,,"riters had ventured 
on such an interpretation, ,,"hat ,,"cight ".ould their 
authority have had in comparison \\'ith all Catholic 
antiquity, \d1Îch kno\\'s nothing of it ? Besides, ,ve need 
not aIlo,v ourselves to be moved by the ,,'ords of Ter- 
tullian, ,,"hen, in the Book Dc Pudici/ia (c. xxj.) he 
says that the Church "'as built through Peter, not on 
Peter; for this same Tertullian, ,,'hile yet a Catholic, 
and even after his fall, often stated that the Church 
\\'as built on St. Peter, not through him.l
2 1\Ioreover, 
Tertullian, in the above-quotcd passage, intends to 
defend the capital error of his sect; and, therefore, he 
-no less than the Anglicans, both of the High and of 


121 Palmer: 1. c.. p. 376. 
I'N D ] :> '"'^ / .... 0 Ed " ' I " A J. 
-
 C }"æScrt y ., c. XXll., t. 11., p. It. 1\ Igne, p. 34. u'ë.'. 
Jfarciollelll, 1. iv., c. xiii., Op.. t. ii., p. 387. And in the very book. 
De ...JfoJloKomia, written by hinl when a ::\Iontanist (c. yiii., t. ii.
 
p. 939), he says: '" Ecc1esia supra illum ædificata est." 
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the Lo\v Church at the present day-\vas in the sanlC 
necessity of repudiating the primacy of St. IJeter in 
order to justify his schisln and heresy. But ,vhat shall 
\ve say \vith regard to the passage alleged from the 
Pseudo-Ambrose ?-\Vc say: I. That it is not of Pseudo- 
Ambrose, but of S1. 1\laximus Taurinensis. Had 1\lr. 
Palmer looked at the ,yorks of St. Ambrose, edited 
by the learned Benedictines of St. l\faur, or at the 
splendid edition of the "oritings of St. 
Iaxinlus pub- 
lished by Pope Pius VI., he ,vouid have found the 
\\90rds he has quoted. l23 2. We may say that the passage 
cited by 1\1r. PainIer is a patent proof of the real 
primacy of St. Peter, and as such it ,vas quoted by 
Pius VI. himself in his dedicatory preface, addressed 
to the I<'ing of Sardinia. 12 ! In fact, our adversaries 
,quote the first part only of that passage, and thus 
distort its meaning. St. l\laximus says: "St. Peter, 
on account of the solidity of his steadfastness (to Christ) 
is called the rock of the Church, as our Lord declares, 
I Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I ,vill build 1\1 y 
Church.' I-i or he is called rock, because he \vas ,the 
first to lay the foundations of the faith among the 
nations, and because, like a universal rock, he binds 
together (or encloses) the cOlnpacted Blass of the "'hole 
structure of Christianity. Peter, therefore, is called a 
rock on account of his steadfastness; \vhile the Lord 
is called a rock on account of IIis po,ver."125 No,v this 


123 S. :\IaxiInus Taurinensis Episc. : HOJll. Hielllal, hOlli. Ii,.. de 



. Petro Aþost., p. 169. Romæ, 1784.- The l\iaurists put only the 
title of that sennon in the IJldt:x Serlno/lulIl þrætenllissorJlJll. (Op. 
St. Anlbrosii, t. ii., App., p. 378.) 
12-1 Op. cit., p. iv. 
125 "Petrus pro soliditate devotionis Ecclesiarum petra dicitur, 
sicut ait Don1Ïnus: tu es Petrus et super hane petraill ædificabo 
Ecc1esiam meam. Petra cnim dicitur, eo quod prilllus in nationibus 
fidei fundamcnta posuerit, et tanqualll saxum Ï1nmobile totius operis 


. 
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passage contains three parts; rvIr. Palmer and his 
friends quote the second only, detached fron1 the con- 
text, and thus have falsified its n1eaning. St. l\laximus 
says: "Peter is called a rock, because he \vas the first 
to ld)" the foundations of the faith among the nations;" 
and 1\lr. l>almcr, \vho, \vith Bloomfield and Alford, 
follo\ved in the footsteps of the Rationalists of Germany, 
explains the denomination given to Peter by his being 
the first preacher to the J e',"s, as ,,-ell as to the Gentiles. 
But the text under consideration has an entirely different 
purport. St. l\iaximus, after mentioning the great grace 
\vhich St. Peter received ,,"hen, Í6 As a good shepherd, 
lIe received the flock in his keeping . . and became the 
support of all ll1en, so as to be able by the firmness 
of his faith to establish the rest," proceeds to explain 
the reason for ,,"hich he ,vas gifted ,vith such a privilege, 
and he discovers it in the depth of his devotedness to 
Christ, for \\"hich, he says, he '\"as called the rock of 
the Church. But \vhat is the meaning of that designa- 
tion? St. Maximus says that it implies t\'"O things: 
(I.) St. Peter's public confession of the divinity of 
Christ, for this, being the first made to the \vorld, \\"as 
the foundation of the Church, \vhich rests on the faith 
of Christ's divinity; (2") his supremacy, by \vhich, 
H like a ltlti'i!ersa! rock, he biJlds together the conzpactcd 
1JlaSS of the 'i.l,ho!c structure of CltristiaililJl." That is 
to say, St. Peter, ,vhilst he gave a beginning to the 
Church by his public profession of faith in Christ's 
divinity, became, by the favour of Christ, the centre 
and stay of unity in the Universal Church. Therefore, 
the doctrine of St. ::\Iaxinlus is in 3.scordance \\"ith that 
of all the Fathers, and declares evidently the supremacy 


Christiani compagincln Inolelnque contineat. Pctra autelll pro 
(lc,"otionc Pctrus dicitur et petra pro ,"irtutc Dominus nuncupatur.' 
--- 1. c. 
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of St. Peter. Rut that Anglicans may have a still 
stronger proof of this, ,ve invite them to read the 
following \vords of St. l\laximus, SerlllOlt lxxxix.: "Our 
Lord," he says, "entered the one boat of the Church, 
in "rhich Peter ,vas appointed the pilot, ,vhen He said, 
'On this rock I \vill build l\Iy Church.' "126 Thus, 
according to the doctrine of St. 
laxilnus, \vhen Christ 
said to St. Peter, (( On this rock," &c., He intended to 
appoint Peter the pilot, or supreme ruler of the Church. 
He intended to cntrust to hin1 the heln1 of the ,vhole 
Church, as he speaks in another sermonY
7 So that, 
in the universal p.erdition of the world, they only 
\vill bc saved ,,'ho are received into the bark of St. 
Peter. 128 
VI. From all this, \ve nlay conclude that the above- 
n1cntioned interpretation given to the 'rock by thc 
Rationalists of Gern1any, and the High Church party 
of England, \vas unkno\vn to antiquity, and rests only 
on the fancy of those ,vho first devised it. On the 
contrary, the Catholic interpretation of the rock, \vhich 
implies St. Peter's primacy, is not only supported, as 
,ve have seen, by St. J\Iaxin1us, but by the concurrent 
voice of all ancient Catholic "Titers; since all assign 
this sense to the \vords addressed to St. Peter by our 
Lord. And the Fathers undeniably teach that by the 
Church being built upon St. Peter, Christ set forth 
the origin of unity. So St. Cypri.an. 129 "That St. Peter, 


126 "Hanc igitur solam Ecch
siæ naveln ascendit DOlllinus, in 
qua Petrus l\Iagister est constitutus, dicente Domino: Super hanc 
petram ædificabo Ecclesianl mealn."-SCrlJl. lxxxix. de Dh'crsis, 
p. 6.p. 
12; "Quantum igitur meriti apud Deum suum Petrus erat ut ei 
post naviculæ parvæ remigiUln, totius Ecclesiæ gubernacula tra.- 
derentur ?"-SerlJl. lxx., p. 225. Edit. cit. 
128 "Quæ navis in altum sæculi ita natat ut pereunte lnundo, 
, omnes quas suscipit, servet illæsos."-Scrlll. lxxxix., 1. c. 
129 S. Cyprianus: Eþis!. lxxiii. Edit. Baluz., p. 13 I. 
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through the superiority of his faith, received on him- 
self the building of .the Church." So St. J3asil toO. 130 
U That since Christ told Peter, 'On this rock I \vill 
build My Church,' ,,,here Petcr is, there is the Church, 
\vhere the Church is, there is no death, but eternal 
life." Thus St. Ambrose. 131 l\foreover, the 
""athers 
considered the name of rock given to Peter in connec- 
tion \vith the stability and strength \vhich accrues to 
the Church from that foundation; and this is in accord- 
ance \vith "'hat Christ says in the same place: HAnd 
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it." In this 
sense St. Petcr is styled by St. Hilary, the H happy 
foundation of the Church, and rock \\Torthy of the 
building of that \vhich \vas to destroy the rule of hell 
and the infernal gates, and all the bars of death."132 
St. Epiphanius calls him, H the first of the Apostles, that 
firm rock upon \vhich the Church of God is built, and 
against \vhich the gates of hell shall not prevail: The 
gates of hell are heretics and heresies." 133 In the 
same spirit, St. Asterius, after having said that Christ 
called Peter rock of the faith, adds: H Through Peter, 
1\ T ho became a genuine and faithful doctor of religion, 
the stability of the Church is preserved incapable of 
fall and uns\verving. Nothing \vas seen to be 
1110re po\verful than the buh\rark set up by God 
, 


130 S. Basilius: Adv. EltJloJlliltJJl, I. ii., 11. 4 (Op., t. i., p. ::!40. 
Edit. l\1aur). 
131 S. Alllbrosius: In PS, xL, n. 30 (Op., t. i., p. 879. Edit. 
l\Iaur). "Ubi Petrus ibi et Ecclesia." 
132 S. Hilarius: C01JlJJ1. in S. !vlatt. ÀVi., n. 7. Edit. 
Iaur, 
p. 749. 
133 S. Epiphanius: In Allchorato, n. 9 (Op., t. ii. Edit. Petavii, 
p. 14). See also Origcllcs þales EusebÙt/JI H. E., 1. vi., c. xxv. 
Edit. Valesii, p. 227. Greg. Kyss.: Drat. d
 S. SteþhaJlo (penes 
Gallandi, t. vi., p. 600). S. Hieronymus: I. i., contra Pe/agiallos, 
TI. I-t- (Op., t. ii., p. 707). S. Chrysost. : Homil. liv. al. Iv. in l\Iatt., 
n. '2 (Op., t. ,"ii., p. 547, seq), 
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because it is the edifice of the faith \vhich had been 
built by the holy hands of the first of the Apostles."134 
St. Avitus,135 and many other Fathers, speak in the 
same manner. Finally, Caius Marius Victorinus, in- 
quiring into the cause \vhy St. Paul \vent up to 
Jerusalem in order to see St. Peter, says: "For if the 
foundation of the Church ,vas laid on Peter, as is said 
in the Gospel, Paul kne\v-for all things had beell 
revealed to him-that he ought to see Peter, as one to 
\VhOnl so great authority had been given by Christ; 
not as though he could learn anything from him." 130 
St. Chrysoston1 speaks in the same sense of the name 
given by Christ to His disciple, "A nan1e of po"yer 
and authority ,vhich ,vas to represent the office \vith 
\vhich he ,\yas to be invested."1
7 It is then unquestion- 
able that, according to the judgment of all antiquity, 
St. Peter, in virtue of his being called the rock, became 
the centre of unity in the ,vhole Church, the source 
of its po,\-er and strength, the ruler of the ,vhole body, 
\yith full authority even over all the princes of the 
Church. Nor does St. Peter's supremacy imply any- 
thing more than this. Thus the objections of the 


13-1 S. Asterius: 1-101ll. viii., in SS. PetYlllil et PallbllJl (Edit. 
l\Iignc, t. x1., PP. Graee.. p. 268-69). 
13;) S. Ayitus: Fragm. i. (in Gallandi, t. x., p" 746). 
13G Vietorinus: III Eþi.}'!. ad Galat., i. 15 (penes Mai, Scrip. 
'Yet. Nov. CoHee., t. iii., pt. ii., p. 9). " Si in Petro fundamentmll 
Eeclesiæ positmn cst, ut in Evangelio dictmn, cui re\'elata erant 
Olnnia, Paulus sciyit vidcre se debere Petrunl, quasi cunl, cui tanta 
auctoritas a Christo data esset, non ut ab co aliquid disccret," 
13ï Où yàp s;';;'EII (J oa. i. 24"), 'J<:yw (jE IU'roIJf),'.Lá(JVJ ITÉ7'pOV, 7..fY.ì 
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.llnglicans, and all ,vho agree ,vith them, against !Jeter'g 
supremacy, as established by the text of St. l\iatt. xvi. 18, 
come to naught. And this is the n10re clear since the 
Fathers give the deno111ination of 1'ock, as ,veIl as that 
of head of the Church. promiscuously to St. Peter, 
deriving this designation fron1 the image of the hU111an 
body by ,vhich thc Church is represented. (( The 
Church," says St. J eromc, .. is founded upon Peter, 
although, in another place, this selfsame thing is said 
of all the Apostles . . . nevertheless, for this reason, 
out of thc Ì\\"elve one is selected, that by the appoint- 
ß1ent of a head thc occasion of schism may be re- 
ßloved."138 St. Peter, then, by being appointed the 
rock of the Church, ,,"as constituted its head, as the 
centre and stay of its unity. The other Fathers hold 
I the same vie"",139 and the Council of Ephesus itself 
allo,ved the Legate of thc Holy See to call St. Peter, 
not only the rock, but the head of the Apostles (Y..EÿJaì.
 
I ':"Wv.z A.;:orJ':"6À(JJ1; ).140 
VII. But it is not only on the ,vords of St. l\iatthe\v 
xvi. 18, that \ve rest the supremacy of St. Peter and 
his successors. The nineteenth verse of the satne 
I chapter, and the other Ì\\"O classical texts in St. John 
xxi. 15-17, and St. Luke xxii. 3 I, 32, afford the most 
solid and evident demonstration of our doctrines. But 
as we do not intend to ,vrite a treatise on this subject, 
\ve cannot d\vell at length on each of these passages; 
,ve shall therefore confine ourselves to a fe\v short 
remarks on each point. N O\V, as regards the passage 
of St. l\Iatthc\v xvi. 19, it is evident that Christ our 


138 S. Hicron.: Adv. 707'., 1. i., n. 26, p. 279 (Op., t. ii. Edit. 
\ - allarsii). 
139 S. Optatus :!\Ii1.: Dt' SL-his/Jl. IJollat., 1. ii., c. ii. "In qua 
(cathedra) sederit on1nimn Apostolonnn caput Pctrus."-Edit. 
:\1igne, p. 947. 
140 Conc. Eþhcs., act. iii. (Labbe, t. iii, I. c.), 
E 
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Lord dddressed to Pctcr these \\"ords: "I "'ill gIve 
unto thee the keys of the kingdolll of heaven, and 
\vhatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound 
in heaven; and \yhatsoever thou shalt loose on carth, 
shall be loosed in heaven." Christ had told Pcter in the 
preceding verse that He \vould build I-lis Church upon 
hin1, as upon an imlnovable rock; He no". confers on 
him, under another image, the saIne po\\'er and 
authority-or, rather, I-Ic invests him \"ith the supreme 
and monarchical office closely connected \vith his 
suprcnlacy in the Church. Now", a kc), has ah,'ays 
been considered a sYlnbol of po\ver and authority; anù 
therefore, the presentation of a key to a person \\'as 
the recognised form of investing hin1 \\'ith that po\ver 
and authority.HI He \vho possesses the key has the 
po\ver of admitting into the house, and excluding- 
therefrom. and hence is the master of the house. God 
spoke of Christ by the prophet Isaias: H The key of 
the house of David I lay upon His shoulders: He shaH 
open, and none shall shut; and He shall shut, and none 
shall open." 142 In the Apocalypse, Christ is called, 
" He that has the keys of David: He that opens, and 
no Juan shuts; and shuts, and no luan opens." 143 
No\v, if \ve compare these t\VO passages \vith anothcr 
of Isaias \vherc he says, "The governinent shall be 
upon His shoulder,"IH \ve shall easily understand that 
the key on Christ's shoulder means His supreme and 
ruling authority over tnat kingdon1 \\,hich \vas givcn 
to Him by His Divine Father. St. Peter \yas endo\ved 
by Christ \vith the same po\ver in the Church. Thus 


141 This principle is fully acknowledged by Dr. Bloomfield in 
his note on St. 
Iatt. x\'i. 19. p. 99. Edit. cit. And with him arc 
all the learned Protestants. 
142 Isaias xxii. 22. 
143 A pac. iii. 7. 
144 Isaias ix. 6. 
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Christ, being the prinlary and original rock of the 
Church, comn1unicated to I lis disciple the solidity of 
that rock, that Peter tnight beconle the foundation of 
the Church. Christ possessed in His o\vn right the key, 
as badge of supreme rule in the Church, and I-Ie shared 
His o\"n authority \\'ith His disciple, that Pcter nlight be 
the visible and out,,-ard ruler of the Church, of \vhich 
Christ, remaining in heaven, ,,'as to be the invisible and 
in\vard governor; that Peter might govern the Church 
as vicar and representative of Christ, \vhilst Christ \vas 
to govcrn it as its Lord and God. No\\? the Fathers 
are unaninlous in asserting that in the above-quoted 
passage, the keys of the kingdolTI of heaven, ".ith the 
po\ver of binding and loosing in hcaven and on earth, 
\\-cre given to Peter dircctly and inlnlcdiately. " Re- 
Inember," says Tertullian, H that the Lord in this place 
left the keys of heaven to Peter, and, through him, to 
the Church."u;; Optatus of l\Iilevis likc\vise expresses 
the same doctrine: "Blessed Peter," he says, "both 
1uerited to be preferred before all the ..A.postles, and 
alonc rcceived the keys of the kingdom of heaven, that 
he 1Jlight C01Jl1Jlltllicate tlu'jJl to the rcst.H.G K either does 
St. Augustin enunciate a different doctrine "'hen he 

ays: "Some passages are found \vhich seem to relate 
to Petcr. but \vhich, nevcrtheless, have no clear meaning, 
unlcss by reference to the Church, of \vhich he is ac- 
kno\\-lcdgcd to have been the personification in figure, 
<>n account of the primacy ,,-hich he had anlongst the 


14:; Tcrtullianus: Scorþiacc, c. x. Edit. ::\fignc, p. 14-2 (Gp., t. ii.). 
., :\Icmento clavcs cjus (cæli) hic Dominum Petro, ct per eum 
Ecclesiæ re1iquissc."-Sec also Dt: Præst.:riþt, c. xxii. (t. ii., Gp., 
p. 34-). 
1-16 S. Optatus ::\lil.: IJt: Sclzis11lak DOllat" 1 ,"ii.. c. iii. (Edit. 
::\Iignc, p. 1087, t. xi.. PI>. LL.). h B. Petnls ct præfcrri Apostolis 
omnibus Incruit, ct clavcs regni cælorum comnumicandas cæteris 
solus acccpit." 
E .., 
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disciples; as for instance: 'To thee I "will give the 
keys of thc kingdonl of heaven.' "147 Thus thc gift of 
the keys of the kingdom of hcaven to Peter, irnplied 
his prin1acy and supremacy over the Church, by reason 
of ,\'hich he represented the Church; and the kcys 
given to him "Tere to be communicated to the Church 
itself, of ,vhich he ,vas head and leader. ,. The Church,'" 
says the holy doctor, "of ,,'hich 51. Peter, on account 
of the primacy of his Apostleship, bore the figure, rc- 
ceived from Christ the keys of thc kingdom of hea ven. "us 
Hut the keys, as the sanlC Father asserts in another 
place, ,vere given to Peter. and to Peter alone (i//i 1I1li).1 4 !1 
The divine institution of the primacy in the Church ".as 
intended, as "'C ha\?c before said, to lllaintain unitr. 
., 
Hence 51. Cyprian says: "I
"irst to Peter, upon ,,,hon1 
I [e built the Church, and from ,,-horn He appointed 
and sho"Ted that unity should arisc, the Lord gave 
this po,ver-that '\That he should have loosed on earth 


Hi S. Augustinus: In PS, cviii. n. I (Op., t. iv.,pp. 910- 1 I). ,. Sicut 
cnim quædaln dicuntur quæ ad Apostolmn Pctrmn proprie pcrtinere 
\-ideantur, nec taInen habent illustreln intellectmn, nisi cun1 re- 
t
runtur ad Ecclesiatll, cujus ille agnoscitur in figura gestasse 
personatn, propter primatmn, queln in discipulis habuit: sicuti cst, 
... Tibi dabo c1aves regni cælorum." 
Hs ScrJJt. c1xix., n. .t. (l\lai Nova Biblioth. P P., t. i., p. 380). 
"Ecclesia cujus Petrus propter pritnatmn Apostolatus, tìguram 
gcrebat. c1aves a Christo regri cælorunl accepit." St. Augustin 
frequently alleges that St. Peter represented the Church, on 
account of his suprCtllacy, as a king represents his nation.-Sce 1. ii. 
]Jë Baþtis/I/O contra Doua/islas, c. i., n. :! (Op., t. ix. Edit. cit.. 
p. 65). 111 that place he says: "Apostolum Petrun1, in quo pri- 
Jnatus Apostolormll tam excellenti gratia præeluinet. . . Quis 
nescit illmn Apostolatus principatmll cuilibet episcopatui pra:fc- 
rcndmu ?" 
foreo\'er. in the .SCr/ll. lxxvi., c. ii.. n. 3 (Op., t. '-." 
p. 291), he says: "Petrus a petra cognonlinatus beatus, EccJesi
l' 
fÌguranl portans, llþosiolaills þrÙuiþalll1Jl tCltOIS." 
U
 Senll. cxlix., c. vi., n. ;- (Op., t. Y., p. 492). 
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that should be loosed In heaven. JJ 150 All the old 
Catholic ".ritcrs speak in the same nlanner. That this 
is true of the Greek Fathers, Illay be seen by reference 
to the passages quoted fron1 ].4'irnlilian,151 Origen,l:;
 St. 
Chrysoston1,1:;;; St. Basil!;)! St. Gregory of X yssa,I;.
) 
St. Gregory N azianzen, 15ü and Inany others. do,,-n to 
Photius himself, ,\-ho could not but o,,-n that to }>eter 
the keys ,,-ere committed, and the guardianship of the 
gates of heaven. I5 ; 
VIII. But, as alread} remarked, so long as Christ 
our Lord ,vas upon earth, ruling His disciples as thei). 
sovereign head and divine nlaster, He did not confer 
upon Peter the authority ,,'hich He had prolnised hinl 


l,jtþ s. Cyprianus : Eþis!. lxxiii. ad Jubaiallum, p. 13 I. Edit. 
Balut. 
l,jl Finnilianus: l::þist. ad S. C)'þriallltJIl (inter Epist. S. Cypr. 
lxxv., p. 148). .. Soli Petro Christus dixerat: 'Tibi dabo daves, 
&c.' " 
1.-02 Origenes: Ton1. xii., in ::\Iatt.. n. I I (Op., t. iii. Edit. De la 
Rue, p, 525-26), et t. xiii., n. 31, pp. 613- l.f. ìôíq- ':'0;)':'0 ':':po':'
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WIi. This then, according to Origcn, 
is the differcncc bctwcen St. Petcr and thc other Apostles. 
1,j3 S. Chrysostomus: Hom. Iiv. aI, h-., in )latt., n. 2 (Op., t. vii"" 
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as the rock anù suprenlC ruler of the Church; but 
ilumediately before leaving this \\-orld and ascending 
into heaven, He actually conlnlitted to the Apostle's 
hands the govenllllent of His Church, that he might 
discharge in it the office of visible head. \Ve read 
this in the Gospel of St. John, xxi. I 5- 17. Christ 
appointed Peter universal shepherd to feed His \\
hole 
flock; but as the manifestation of a sublime faith had 
been required before his establishlnent as the inln10vable 
rock of the Church, so no\\
 an extraordinary charity, 
surpassing that of his fello\v Apost1ès, \\
as exacted, in 
order that he l11igbt bè invested ,\
ith the title of 
shepherd, '\vhich so specially belonged to his Ì,lastcr. 
This \vas, in truth, one of the n10st glorious titles under- 
,rhich the Divine Sayiour had been prophetically an- 
nounced in the Old 1'estarncnt. ""! rai.se one shepherd 
over then1," said God, by the Inouth of Ezechiel, "and he. 
fèCds then1, even Iny sen"ant David. He shall feed them, 
and he shall be thcir shepherd."15s "I-Ic shall feed his 
flock like. a shepherd," is the prophecy of Isaias; ., He 
shall gather together the lambs \\-ith his arnl, and shall 
take thenl up in hi
 bosorl1." 159 He is also presented 
under the same figure by others of the prophets, as' 

 Iicheas and Osee. IUD .l\.nd the Divine Rcdeenler chose 
that one title before all attributed to Hinl by the 
prophets, and \\
as pleased to call Himself a shepherd 
-" I am the Good Shepherd."H3I I-Ie represented J-lis 
disciples and follo\\"ers ac- I-lis sheep, \"ho hear His 
voice,1G2 pronlising to bring all His sheep into one fold, 
that there n1Ïght be one fold and one shepherd ;163 lastly,. 
as a good shepherd, He laid do\vn His life for His. 
sheep.I64 No\v this favourite title l-Ie gives to Peter 


1.jE! Ezcch. xxxÏ\. 23. 1':;9 Isaias xl. ii. 
100 M . h . 0 .. " 161 S J . 
1 IC æas \. 4. see Ill. 5. .. oan. x. 11-14. 
16
 S. Joan. x. 27. 163 S. Joan. x. 16. Ita S. Joan. X. 1 I. 
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to \vhosc care He intends to cominit I-lis ,vhole flock, 
placing it under his rule. H Feed l\Iy lambs, feed My 
sheep." That charge, thrice rcpeated by our Lord to 
l'eter, regards Peter, and Peter alone, because it refers 
to him ,,-ho \vas thrice asked: "Simon, son of J ona, 
]ovest thou l\Ie more than these?" l\Ioreover, the po,ver 
here conferred is no n10re limited than is the number 
of those over \vhom it is given; and" l\Iy lan1bs," "rvIy 
sheep," comprise not only all the faithful, but even 
the Apostles thenlselves, as belonging to the flock of 
Christ: SO that Christ entrusted His sheep to Peter 
\\'ithout any exception or limitation \"hatsoever. 'rhus. 
by those ,vords, our Lord invested I)eter ,vith authority 
over the ,\-hole body of the Apostles; that is to sar, 
He appointed hin1 Cecumenical pastor. Such is the 
doctrine taught by the Fathers both of the East and 
of the \Vest. St. Ephrem speaks of the flock con1- 
nlitted to S1. Peter's care, as spread over the \\"hole 
\\.0 rId, and of St. Petcr being their pastor and their 
head. 1G5 "To him," \\"rites St. Epiphanius, "\\'as con1- 
nlitted the flock: he leads the \vay admirably in the 
po\ver of his 0\\'11 master."lG6 St. Chrysostom, COln- 
nlenting on these ,vords of St. John, spcaks yet more 
forcibly. "\Vhy," he says, "passing by the rest, does 
I-Ie discourse ,vith Peter concerning these things? He 
\\"as the chosen one of the Apostlcs, and the mouth of 
thc disciples, and the head of the company. For this 
cause, also, did St. Paul take his journey and visit hin} 
before the rest. And, \vithal, sho\ving him that hence- 
forth he must have confidence, for his denial has been 
done a\vay with, Christ places in his hands the empire 


16j Penes Assemani: Bibl. Orient., t. i., p. 95. 
}66 S. Epiphanius: III Allchorato, ß. 9 (Op., t. ii. Edit. P"t., 
P: I.5
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over the brethren." 167 Hence the saint concludes: 
H Should anyone say, '\Vhy then did James receive 
the episcopate of J erusalen1?' this is nlY ans,ver: that 
He appointed Peter, teacher not of that church, but 
of the habitable globe." 1Gb St. Asterius is still nlorc 
explicit on this point. "\Vhen our Sayiour," he says, 
., "'as about to sanctify the human race by a voluntary 
death, he C01Jll1lits thc UIlÙ 1 crsal and æClI1I1CIlical CIa/yell 
as a spccial trllst tu Pcter, after having thrice asked 
hinl, 'Lovest thou me?' J3ut as he readily replied to 
these three questions by as nlany confessions. he rc- 
ceivcd the "yorld in charge, as it "'crc one fold under 
one shepherd; having heard' Feed l\fy lanlbs,' &C."lfiH 
We shall nlcntion, latcr on, the letter of the :Eastern 
bishops to Pope Synlmachus, as ".eU as the Libc//lts 
PrCCltlll presented by the J3ishop of Dora to Pope 
l\1artin I., both of ,,-hich express thc like vie,,". It 
'rould be useless to bring a catena of Fathers of the 
Latin Church in support of this doctrine. Sonle ,\yc 
]lave already quoted. \Vc prolnised to be brief in 
this nlatter; and so ,ve shall be content 'xith addin
 
tbe ".ords of St. Ambrose only. to The Lord," he says, 
"does not doubt: He puts a question, not in order 
to learn, but to teach binI, no,v that He is about to 
be raised to heaven, ",honl I Ie ,,'ould leave unto us 
as the vicar of His o".n love. ..l\nd therefore, 


16; HOJJZ. lxxxviii., in Joan., n. I (Op., t. viii, p. 52 5). 
'ì'%ppí
ETat 
, , "'" ,

 ...... .c...... " ò 

 ... 
'r1jV t;:"po(J...a(Jlav "'''-'\1 aos^(þwv . . . . . t;:"POI(JTrJ.,(JO ';"wv a EA:pWo;. 
I t is surprising to find 1\1 r. Palmer quoting the second part of this 
passage of 51. ChrysostOlTI in order to show that we cannot rely 
on the words of St. John with regard to St. Peter's supremacy. It 
is lost labour to read the Fathers merely in the light of pre- 
conceived opinion. 
168 Ibid. n. I, p. 5 2 7. 
1()!) S. Asterius: HOllI. yiii., ill 55. Pt'tnOJl ct Pau!JJ1Jl. Edit. 
::\Iigne, cit., p. 28 I. 
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because he alone of all nlakes this profession, he is 
preferred before all, for his love is greater than that 
of all. And nO'\v he is ordered to feed His 
Iambs; not only His younger sheep, as in the second 
instance, but also Ilis sheep, that the 1110rc perfect 
tuay govern the nlore pcrfcct." 170 
IX. I
ronl \vhat \\'e have briefly stated in the t\\ 0 
preceding sections, it appears evident that "there is 

onlething in the .L \postolic system \vhich gives an 
authority to the Pope over the Church." .L\nd the 
patrons of Tract ..<"YC \\.oltld have found it, had they 

tudied that system ,,,ith more care and freedonl fronl 
prejudice. Doubtless, all the Apostles \\'ere entrusted 
\\-ith the po\\'er of binding and loosing; but Peter, and 
Petcr alone, received the keys of the kingdom of heaven. 
All \\'ere to concur in laying the foundation of the 
Church of Christ; but Peter, and Peter alone, ,,-as to 
be its rock, .L\ll the faithful \vere to be founded upon 
the Apostles; but the Apostles themselves, together 
,,-ith all their several flocks, "'ere to be grounded on the 
great rock, Pcter. All the ..I.'\postles \\'ere sent to feed 
all nations \vith the doctrine of Christ; but Peter alone 
".as to be the supreme and æcunlenical pastor over the 
,,-hole \\.orId. ..L \ll nations \,-ere the sheep of the ...\postles: 
but all nations, together \\'ith their pastors, \vere to be 
the sheep of Peter, since all the shecp of Christ, \\-ithout 
exception, ,,'cre comnlitted to hinI. Such truly is the 
doctrine expressed by the }.;'athers on the inequality of 
the .L\postlcs ,,'ith refercnce to St. Peter's supremacy. 
"To Petcr," renlarks St. Cyprian, "He says, after His 
resurrection, 'Feed 1\ly sheep.' Upon him, being one, 
lIe builds His Church, and though He gives to all the 
..Apostles an equal po\\-er, and says, 'As 1\ly Father sent 


liO S. Alnbrosius: (Ò1JlIJl. in Lucaln, 1. À., n. 175-76 (Op., t. i. 
Edit. cit., p. 1542). 
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I\Ie, &c.,: yet, in order to Inanifest unity, He has by 
I-lis supreme authority so placed the source of the same 
unity as to begin from one."l71 Origen,172 St. Basil,lì3 
St. Gregory Nazianzen,l74 St. Optatus of l\Iilevis,li5 St. 
-Ll\mbrose,lï6 St. J eromc,177 St. Augustin,lï8 St. Leo,1iS, 
St. Asterius,lSO and other Fathers bear \vitncss, precisely 
and definitely, to the sanle doctrine. Indeed, there is 
no Father \\.ho has \rentured to ascribe either to indi- 
,.idual Apostles, or tu the Apostolic College, the titles 
assigned by Christ to Petcr; but on him, in order to 
5ho\," his real pre-eminence and authority oyer his 
fell 0"" Apostles, they lavish the most singular expres- 

ions of praise. lS1 l\Ioreover, regarding St. Peter as 
the head of the Apostolic College, they represent the 
po\ver of the Apostles to be derived fron1 hiln, and to 


IiI S. Cyprianus: fle [;'Úitat.: Ecclesiæ, p. 195. In lHany l\155. 

nd editions, after the quoted ,"\ ords we find-" Et primatus Petro 
datur, ut una Christi Ecclesia et cathedra una monstretur." 
172 Origenes: In l\latt., t. xiii., 11. 31 (Op., t. iii., p. 613). 
173 S. Basilius: SerlJl. vii., n. 5 (Op., t. iii., p. 508, ct in Pr{l'f. 
lit: Judicio, n. vii. (Op., t. ii., p. 221). 
174 S. Greg. N az.: Orat. xxxii., 11. 18 (Op., t. i. Edit. cit., p. 591).. 
175 S. Optatus 11il.: flc ....S.Cll. Don., 1. ii., c. ii., p. 947. Edit. 
:\Iigne. 
1ï6 S. An1brosius: CtJJJlJll. in S. Lucam, 1. x., pp. 175-6 et 1542 
(Op., t. i.). 
177 S. Hieron.: .Adz'. ]O'i'ÌJl., 1. i., 11. 26 (Op., t. ii. Edit.. 
\"" allarsii, p. 279). 
178 S. Aug.: St"-JIl. xlvi., c xiii., n. 30 (Op., t. '.., pp. 168=-69). 
179 S. Leo: Serlil. iv., c. ii. (Op., t. i. Edit. Ball., p. 16); EþÙI.. 
xiv., c. xi., p. 691, seq. 
180 St. Asterius: Senll. viii.. cit. Edit. 
Iignc, p. 268, seq. 
181 The Greek Fathers called St. Peter crÒII r:pwcrov, TÒV /1/SYl(j':'OV, 
,,, , .., , " , , , ' ò '" 
':"011 1.L
yuII 7..rJ.,<r f
OX1J II; '1"011 t;;PO'XPI"OV, ..ov 0w)/.La(Jlo,;, ':'011 ";;-rJ.,VEV o
ov, 
, t , 
 ., IV J1 ""'W , ..... 
 #\or 
'::UllrJ.,YIOV; uPX7JYov crwv UU':"OiJ IUJ"r;;rj':"ú.JV, t;õpfJ..aPXfJV <:'WV ,.
O/';;-W\l 
· ' ì ' , , "", ,- Th L - t . 
(J,t;õO(J,:,o 
WV, XOpUcpa.IO':'U':'OV XUI t;;'potJ..a':'1jv ':"wv (j"t;;"otJ..o/..w,;. e a in 
.Fathers have the like expressions. See Father Schrader, S.]., De 
lhzitatc Ecclesiæ Ronlana', 1. i.. c. iv., 11. viii., pp. 166-68, in notis. 
Edit. Friburgi, 1862. 



Di'vÍllC Illstitution of the PrÙ1tac}'. 59' 


flo,,,. froln the head into the "'hole body.182 Thus 
antiquity has ever expressed its deep and immovable 
conviction that the Apostolic Church \\'as not founded I 
on the principle of the equality of the Apostles, but on 
the basis of the supremacy of 51. Peter, The Catholic 
\\priters of antiquity ahvays regard the supremacy of 
St. }>cter as a supremacy of Jurisdiction, beh\ een \vhich 
and a suprcmacy of Order a broad distinction is con- 
stantly dra\vn. ./\.11 the Apostles ,verc equally bishops. 
in virtue of the ordination receivc.d from Christ; they 
\\'cre also equally cndo\vcd ,,"ith the po\\'er of the 
Apostolate, in virtue of the mission entrusted to them 
by Hin1. Peter, therefore, in respect of Order, had the 
same Apostolic commission ,,'ith the others, since" 
I no less than the rest of the t\veh-e, he "'as a bishop 
and an Apostle; but he "'as superior to all, in respect 
of Jurisdiction \vhereby he ,vas independent of all,. 
,vhile on hinl all \yere dependent; so that thcy 
,,,ere unable to exercise the office of their mission 
unless in connection \vith, and in subordination, to him. 
Nevertheless, the Apostles had received from Christ such 
extraordinary privileges and universal po,ver, that the 
Apostolic age constituted in a manner an exceptional 
state in the go\'Crnnlcnt of the Church, and one not 
destined to last beyond their lifetinIc, ,,,hile the po,,-ers 
conferred on them for the government of the Church- 
episcopacy and suprenlacy-,vere intended to be per- 
manent. The first of these ""as to represent the 
source and the perfection of Order; the second the 
fountain-head of Jurisdiction. 51. Peter and his suc- 
cessors ,vere not to be superior to other bishops as 


182 s. Optatus 
lil.: 1. vii., Dc Sch. DOll., c. iiL, pp. 1081-88; 
S. Leo, Eþis/. x., ad Eþise. ricn., n. i. (Op., vol. i. Edit. Ball., 
p. 633); Eþis/. v., Siricii papæ, n. i. (Coustant., p. 651); Eþis!. 
iL, Innoccntii I., n. ii. (Coustant., p, 747), ct Eþist. xxx., n. ii. 
(Coustant. p. 899) ; Eþis/. ÿ" X)"sti III., n. iii., p. 1255, &c. 
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regards the cpiscopal character, \\-hich in virtue of 
sacranlcntal ordination they received {ronl God, but by 
virtue of thcir supreme jurisdiction, ",hereby the rest 
,,-erc to be kept in subordination and unity. Thus did 
thc Apostolic governnlcnt prefigurc and forcsho\\' thc 
systenl of go\-Crnn1cnt in
titutcd by Christ for His 
Church. But the ordinary and regular governnlent 
IHust be distinguishcd fron1 that \yhich is extraordinary 
and exceptional. 1'he Apostleship, indced, conferred 
on the Apostlcs extraordinary and exceptional po\vers 
in connection \"Ïth their univcrsal 111ission, in union 
,,-ith Pctcr and in subordination to him: but the 
.t\postleship had only onc definite task to pcrfonn, that 
of laying thc foundations of the Church. Those once 
laid, the J\postlcship gave \\'ay to the ordinary and 
,regular governlnent, and the bishops \vho succeeded 
the .L\postles sa\\' thc sphere of thc exercise of their 
pO\\Tr limitcd by the boundarics of thcir dioccses ; 183 as 
,\-as, in fact, the case cven ,,-ith the Apostles aftcr the 
,division of provinccs. 1S ! No bishop but one ever 


183 That the bishops who succeeded the \postlcs were bound 
to confine the exercise of their power within a linlÍted field, appears 
not only frOln the absence of any proof to the contrary, but also 
from the positive evidence of passages both of the Scripture and 
of the Fathers. In the Second Epistle to the Corinthians i. I.. 
TiInothy is called, "Our Brother unto the Church of God, which 
is at Corinth.;' 
Iorcover, the bishops never prdendcd to act 
authoritati\Tely in any other dioccse but thcir own. Thus we lnay 
quote St. Ignatius the luartyr, Eþt's!. ad .Ephcs., cappo iii., h-. (Edit. 
Jacobson, pp. 27
72); ad l\Iagn. cap. ii.. iii. (p. 308-12); ad 
Trull.. cappo i., iii. (pp. 334-36), &c. St. Dionysius of Corinth 
writes to other churches, only because he was asked by their bishops 
(Euscb., 1. iv.. c. xxiii. Edit. Valesii, p. 145). 
l
t After the dh-ision of the provinces in which the Apostles 
were to preach the Gospel, they did not exercise their Apostolical 
power in a province different frOln their own unless exceptionally, 
as in a case of heresy.-Sec Schelestrate: AJltiquitas Ecclesiæ, 
t. ii., dis. ii., c. ii., p. 85, seq. Edit. Romæ, 16 97. 



Di'i..'Ù1C Illstitl/tio1/, of the jJrÙllal]'. Ó I 


clainlcd uni\'crsal po\\'er in the Church, as having 
succeeded to the Apostles; but the Bishop of I{onle, as 
succe
sor of St. Peter in the supreme rule, maintained 
and cnforced his po\\"cr in the Universal Church. lIe 
has HeYCr ceased to proclain1 hilnself the centre and 
the visible head of the Church. holding the keys of 
the kingdoI11 of heaven, and entrusted \\"ith the care 
of the \\'holc flock of Christ; ,,"hilc the bishops through- 
out the Church, prilnatcs and patriarchs, successors of 
Apostlcs in Apostolic sees, did not oppose his po\\'cr; 
nay, they subnlittcd to it. Is this not an cyident 
dcn1onstration of the divinc institution of the primacy 
of 51. Petcr and his successors? 


. 



SECTION III. 


THE P.AP.\L SUPRE:\IACY PROCLAI
IED BY PREDE- 
CESSORS OF GREGORY I., .\ND BY THAT GREAT 
POPE HI:\fSELF. 


I. DR. PUSEY, in the usual tone of Protestant sectarians, 
complains of the excessive extension of the Pontifical 
po\ver, and of the practical system of Rome, \vhich, 
,\.ith great sin1plicity, he attributes to the false de- 
. 
cretals. 185 He, therefore, pretends to believe that the 
supremacy established by Christ, and exercised by the 
Roman Pontiffs over the Universal Church, is one of 
:the great corruptions of the Roman communion. For 
this reason, he and his \vhole party, like other Pro- 
testant \\Titers from the beginning of the Reformation 
,.do\vn to our o\vn time, agree in appealing to the Achillt'"J" 
L of their arguments-namely, that St. Gregory refused 
to assume the title of æcumenical pastor, after having 
cOl1denlned the assumption of it by the Patriarch of 
Constantinople. 18G In the opinion of Dr. Pusey and 
his follo\vers, this fact presents an insurmountable 
. obstacle to any' justification of the progress and gro\vth 
of Papal authority, for, as they conceive, it sho\\'s that 
St. Gregory, "rith his predecessors and his successors, 
till the age of the forged decretals, disclaimed any 
supreme authority o\-cr the Universal Church; since, 
unless the predecessors of St. Gregory had, at least, 
practically disclaimed such supreme authority in the 
Church, the expressions used by that Pope ,\.ould be 

of no avail to prove that a doctrinal change on this 


185 EirOlicol1; p. 237, scq. l!)G Ibid, Postscriptulu, pp. 309-14. 
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point ".as forced upon the Church by the I)seudo- 
Isidorian forgery. It is strange that hereditary opinion.; 
can so far distort the testimony of antiquity in the eycs 
()f Protestants, \\"ho so constantly and so boldly appeal 
to its deci
ion. An ordinary acquaintance ,vith the 
authentic letters of the early Popes might at least 
"have taught them that these' venerable pontiffs con- 
ceived themselves to be Jitre diJ.rillO heads of the 
Church. Rut, in truth, the study of antiquity is oftcn 
neglected, even by those \\Tho are foremost in ascribinf; 
to it doctrines \\,hich it utterly repudiates. 
11. Let us examine the original letters,18i by ,vhich 
the Popes exerted their prerogative of governing the 
\\.hole Church, from the commencenlcnt of the series at 
the close of the fourth century. \Vhat are the vie\vs ex- 
pressed in them? ,,,hat authority do they claim? Upon 
,vhat ground do the Popes rest their po\ver and their prè- 
rogative? First, Pope Siricius (385-398) shall ans,ver, 
speaking as fo11o\vs to the Bishop of T arragona: "\V c 
bear the burdens of all ,yho labour, or rather the blessed 
Apostle Peter bears thenl in us, he ,yho in all things, 
. as '\"C trust, protects and defends us, the heirs of hig 
adlninistration. "lö8 .And he declares that he had been 
entrusted ,\'ith the care of all the Chllychcs,lb9 of ,\.hich 
the Roman Church ,vas the head. 190 Innocent I. (402- 
417) expresses the sanle conviction ,\.hen he says, that 
applications had been made to hinl as to the head and 
apex of the episcopate; 191 and he asserts that the 
episcopate itself, and all the authority of the Roman 


187 The letters of the Popes for the first three centuries are 
lost; their regular series commences with Pope Siricius. 
1
8 S. Siricius: Eþist. i., n. I (Coustant., p. 6::q.). 
189 Ibid., Eþist. vi., n, I (Coustant., p. 659). 
190 Eþist. i., cit., n. 20 (Coustant., p. 637). 
In S. lnnocentius I.: Eþist. xxxvii., n. I (Coustant., p. 9 JO ). 
.ff Ad nos quasi ad caput atquc ad apicem episcopatus refcrrc/' 
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See, o\\'es its origin to the Apostle Peter. 192 Pope 
Zosimus (417-418) ,vrites still more clearly on the 
authority of the Apostolic See. He declares that such 
,vas its authority, that no one might venture to question 
its judgment; that St. Peter himself "'as the fountain- 
head of this authority, \vhich, therefore, descended from 
hirn and rested on the divine promises made to him. 19 3' 
Tn like n1anner, Boniface T. (418-422) inculcates this 
truth throughout his fifteenth letter, \\.herein he solen1nly 
declares that the care of the Universal Church "ras en- 
trusted to St. Peter, ,,,ho ,vas its rock; and that hence 
the authority of the ROl11an See embraced both East 
and \Vest :lÐ4 for \vhich reason he calls it the head of 
all the churches spread over all the ,\'hole ,,'orld. I9 :> 
Celestine (422-432) n1akes use of similar language to 
express the 5-J.me doctrine as to his Pontifical authority, 
,,"hich, as he says, extends its care ",herever the nanlC 
of God is preached. Inü And. accordingly, he \\Tote in 


ID" S I . I E ';" t . (C 888) 

 . nnocentms .: :fIS. XXIX., n. I oustant., p. . 
., Scqui desideralnus ...\poStoIUlll . . . a quo ipse cpiscopatus 
ct tota auctoritas hujus nOlninis emersit." 
193 S. Zosilnus: Eþis!. xii., n. I (Coustant., p. 974). ,. Traditio 
Patnnn ApostoIicæ sedi auctoritatelll tantaIll tribuerit, ut de cjus 
judicio disceptare nullus auderet. . . a quo (Petro) ipsa quoque de- 
scendit. . . ex ipsa quoque Christi Don1Ìni nostri prOlllissione ut 
ct ligata soh-eret. . . cum tantæ auctoritatis Petrus caput sit, &c." 
HI! S. Bonifacius I.: Eþis!. XV., n. I (Coustant., p. 1039). 
'" 1\ttanet B. Petrum ApostolUlT' per sententiam dOlllinican1 univer- 
salis ecclesiæ ab hoc sollicitu(lo suscepta; quippe quanl, EvangeIio 
teste, in se noverit esse fundatan1 : nee unquam ejus honor ,.acuus 
potest esse curarunl, cmu certUln sit smnmanl rennll ex cjus dc1i- 
beratione pendere." 
19. S B or' I E ';" . " H (E I 
a . onllaclUS .: :fIst. Xl\Y.. n. 1.. p. 1037. anc cc c- 
siam R Olllan am) ergo Ecclesiis toto orbe diffusis vcIut eaput 
suorun1 certmn est esse nlenlbron1tn.
' 
196 S. Cælestinus: hpis!. iv., n. I (Coustant., p. 1066). " Circa 
<luanlvis longinqua spiritalis cura non deficit, sed 
c per O1unia, 
qua non1en Dei prædicatur, extendit." 
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this sense to the people of Constantinople, \vhen they 
\\"crc rent asunder by the perverse doctrines of Nestorius. 
lie reminds them that It His daily pressure of toil ,vas the 
care of all the churches; so that, having learnt that his 
members \vere being rent asunder by perverse doctrines, 
he ,vas inflamed \vith paternal solicitude for them, feeling 
the heat of the fire \vhich \vas burning them, . . . since 
they \vere his bo\vels."I07 Sixtus III. (432-440), his 
successor, bears \vitncss to the same doctrine, saying 
that" The blessed Apostle Peter had transferred to his 
successors \vhat he had received." Whence he con- 
cludes: "Who then would separate from the doctrine 
of him, \vhom the 1\1aster Himself declared to be the 
first among the Apostles ?"I9S But the \vorks of Pope 
Leo the Great (440-461) are, throughout, full of the 
great idea of the dignity conferred on the See of Rome, 
and of its universal divine authority over the \vholc 
\\'orld. 199 This great Pontiff carefully laid do\vn the 
distinction bet\veen the hierarchy of Order and that of 
Jurisdiction. He sho\vs the Apostolic See to be that 
centre \vhereon the care of the universal Church rests, 
and \vith \\"hich nothing should be at variance. 2OO He 


19; S. Cælcstinus: Eþis/. xiv., n. 1 (Coustant., p. 1131). 
198 S. Xystus III.: Eþis/. vi., n. 5 (Coustant., p. 1260). 
199 S. Leo I.: .Epist. v., c. ii. Edit. Ballerini (Op., t. i., p. 617). 
"Per omncs Ecclesias cura nostra distenditur, exigente hoc a nobis 
nomino, qui Apostolicæ dignitatis B. Apostolo Petro primatum, 
fiùei suæ rcmuneratione, con1misit, universalem Ecclesiam in 
fundamenti ips ius soliditate constitllcns." 
200 S. Leo I.: Eþist. xiv., ad A1zast. Eþise. Thess., c. xi. (Op., 
t. i. Edit. Ball., p. 691, seq.). "Hæc conne
io totius quidem 
corporis (Ecclcsiæ) unanimitatem requirit, sed præcipue cxigit 
concordiam sacerdotum, quibus cum dignitas sit conuTIunis (the 
power of Order), non est tamcn ordo generalis (the power of J uris- 
diction), quonian1 et inter Beatissimos Apostolos in similitudine 
honoris fuit quædanl discretio potestatis, ct cum omniun1 par esset 
dectio, uni tamen datum cst ut cætcris præeminerct. De qua 
forma quoque Episcoporum est orta distinctio, et Inagna ordinatione 
F 
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wrote to the metropolitans of IlIyricum: II \Vhereas our 
care extends to all the churches, this being required of 
us by the Lord, ,vho committed the primacy of the 
Apostolic dignity to the Inost blessed Apostle Peter, 
in reward of his faith, establishing the Universal Church 
on the solidity of him the foundation, \VC are associated 
in that necessary solicitude vv'hich \ve feel for those 
\vho are joined ,vith us in the charity of (episcopal) 
felIo\vship." 201 \Vere \VC in need of further testin10nies, 
the letters of St. Leo ,vould furnish us ,vith many more 
quotations. Kor do the successors of 51. Leo fail to 
employ similar language. I t is useless to multiply 
extracts from their letters, \vhen each and all agree in 
solemnly n1aintaining the fundamental idea that the 
flock of Christ .çprcad O'l'CY the whole 'i.uorld-thc Ulli'l'crsal 
Church-was coul1Jzittcd by Christ to the pater1lal care o.l 
St. Petcr and Itis successors. We can refer to 5t. Sirrl- 
plicius (4 68 -4 8 3) ;202 St. Felix III. (4 8 3-49 2 ) ;203 St. 


provisum cst, ne omnes sibi omnia vindicarent, sed cssent in 
singulis provinciis singuli quorum inter fratres haberctur prÜna 
sententia: et rursus quidalTI in majoribus urbibus constituti sollici- 
tudincm susciperent alnpliorem, þey quos ad 1tllal1Z Petri sedcl1z 
1l1ziversalis Ecc/esiæ cura cOltjllleret, it 1lihil ttsqualJl a .f1tO caþilt: 
dissideret." In Scr1Jz. iv., c. ii. (Op., t. i., p. 16), he says, h Quamvis 
in populo Dei 111Ulti sint sacerdotes, multi que pastores; orones 
talnen propric regat Petrus, quos principaIiter regit ct Christus." 

Ol S. Leo I.: Eþist. v., ad Eþiscoþ. .Afetroþ. þcr II1.)'riculJ'l 
COllstitlitos, C. ii., p. 617. 

02 S. Simplicius: Eþist. Ï\-., ad ZeltOUeJJZ 1mþ. (1.3 bbe, t. Y., 
p. 98). "Perstat in succcssoribus suis (Petri) hæc et eadClTI 
Apostolicæ nonna doctrinæ, cui Dominus totius curalll o\"ilis in- 
junxit." See also Eþist. x., ad ZC1W1101l IJ1lþ. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1 16). 

03 S. Felix II.: Eþist. i., ad Zell011t?lJl Il:lþ. (Labbe, 1. c., 
p. 143-44). "PostqUaIl1. . nlinisterii, quod regcbat (Sim- 
plicius) ad meæ hUlnilitatis of-ficimn gubernacula pervcnerunt, in 
diversas generalis Ecclesiæ curas, quas ubiquc terrarmn cunctis 
populis christianis sununi Pastoris voce dcIegantc, D. Petrus 
ApostolllS pervigili nloderatione dispcnsat; continuo n1e sal1icitudo 
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Gclasius (492-496) ;204 St. Anastasius II. (496-49 8 ) ;2(1& 
St. Symmachus (498-51.1-);200 St. Hormisdas (514- 
523 ;207 and nlany others ,,'ho, in unbroken succession, 
defend the dignity and the authority of the ",\postolic 
See: and, as \ve hope to sho\v in the next scction, their 
acts \verc in accordance \vith thcir ,vords. 
III. No\v, after reading this series of the testimonies 
of Pontiffl), predecessors of St. Gregory 1., it seems 
strange to hear from the High Church \\Titcrs, and from 
Protestants of every shade, that before the seventh 
century the Popes had no thought of claiming supreme 
authority in the Universal Church. It is childish to 
think that the objection made by St. Gregory the 
Great to the use of the title If æcumenical bishop," 
is an unans\\'Crable refutation of the divine supremacy 
of the Pope in the Universal Church, \\.hen "pe know 
that a long line of preceding Pontiffs had publicly and 
explicitly proclaimed the opposite doctrine. But did 


maxima. . . urgebat tam Alexandrinæ urbis quam status totius 
orientalis regionis excepit." 

ot S. Gc1asius: Eþist. V., ad Hom. Dalmat. Eþise. (Labbe, 
t. Y., p. 298). "Pro sedes Apostolicæ Inoderamine totius ovilis 
Dominici curam sine cessationc tractantes, quam n. Petro Salvato- 
ris ipsius nostri voce deIcgata est." And in Eþist. xii., ad ./EollÏ1t1u 

1rt"1. Eþise. (Labhe, 1. c.. p. 324
. "Quanto totius ovilis curanl 
Christo DOll1ino dclcgantc, susceptam B. Petri Apostoli gubernatio 
principalis unh-erso gregi debet in orbe tcrrarum, tanto pietatÏ::; 
aff
ctu, cunctas Ecclesias, earumquc rectores amplectitur, &c." See 
also E'þist. viii.. ad A /lilst. Imþ. (Labbe, 1. c., pp. 308-3 I I). 
2C,j S. Anastasius: l:þist. i., ad 
 1nast. Imþ. (Labbe, t. "., 
p. 4 06 ). ., Scdes n. Petri in 1l1zivt'rsa/i l
relt:sia as.\ï:
lli1tllm sib:" 
a flolllz"l/o Dt'o tall't þrillciþal1au." 
"Olì S S 1 1,' I, " .." { O . 1 (I 1 h 
- .., )'Jnmac HIS: Lplst. ,pm., tlf nOz!t 1 u'.f 
a) C') t. \., 
p. 433). I ts words in the next section. 

O; .\11 the letters of Pope I10nnisdas are c,"idently written 
under the cOIl\-iction of the SlJprcml' authority of the Roman See 
o\'cr the "hok Church. See Efi.<;!. ,ii.
 xi.- 'Xi,-. (Labbe. t. ".. 
pp, 574. 5 86 . 5 88 --590). 
F 2 
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St. Gregory the Great in any ,,'ise contradict th
 
teaching of his predecessors? \\1e deny it; and un- 
equivocally nlaintain that this great Pope cyer spoke 
in harmony \vith all the other successors of S1. Peter
 
both \vhen stating the character of the Papal authority. 
and \vhen condenlI1Ïng the term of "universal bishop.'
 
Unquestionably, S1. Gregory uniformly held the same: 
view as to the authority of the Apostolic See over the 
Universal Church. In fact, he called that see H Hcad 
of all the ChurCHcs 2 0S-Head of tIle Faith," so that other 
churches, according to his vie\v, forn1ed its body and 
\vere its 111en1bers; but the health of the body, and 
all its Inenlbers, depended upon the soundness of the- 
head. 209 For this reason he frequently and repeatedly 
inculcated in his letters that his Pontifical cares ex- 
tended over thc Universal Church, since he occupicd 
the Apostolic See \vhich is raised abo\'c all the 
churches; 210 that hence no bishop, \vhcn rebuked or 
corrected by the Suprenle Head of the Church, could 
refusc subjection to him. 211 Moreover, he intinlated 
that the universal authority of the Pope is derived 
from the prerogatives divinely conferred on 51. Pctcr; 21
 


208 S. Gregorius I.: Eþist., 1. xiii., epist. xhr., capito ii. (Op., t. ii. 
Edit. 11aur, Parisiis, p. 1254). "Apostolica scdes Olnniurn Eccle- 
siarum caput est." 
209 S. Grcgorius I. : Apist., 1. xiii., cpist. lvii. (1. c., p. 1244). 
210 S. Grcgorius I.: .E:pist., 1. iii., cpist. xxx. (1. c., p. 645) ; 
Eþist.. 1. Y., epist. xiii. (1. c., p. 737); Eþist., 1. ,"ii., epist. xix. (1. c., 
p. 865), &c. "Cunctarmll Ecclesiannn injuncta sollicitudinis cur:t 
constringct.
) 
'.Ill S ( . . I Eþ . 1 . . 1 " (1 6) ' ... 

 . .rregonus .: 1St.,. IX., Cplst. IX. . c., p. 97 . . Sl 
qua culpa in cpiscopis invenitur, ncscio quis ci (Apostolicæ Sl:di' 
cpiscopus subj
ctus non sit." 
212 S. Gregorius I.: Eþist., 1. ,-., epist. xx., ad jJf flu?"i!. flllþ. 
(1. c., p. 748). "Cunctis Evangelimn scientibus liquet quod ,.oce 
])ominica sancto ct omnium Apostolofllln Pctro Principi Aposto]!) 
lotills Ecr!csÙc t:lIra l"oJlll1zissa est. Ipsi cnim dicitur, &c. (Joan. 
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so that in some places he speaks of the Apostolic See 
under the name of St. Peter. 213 And \vhen Eulogius, 
the Patriarch of ..\lexandria, declared his conviction 
that II Petcr \\'as still living in his successors in the 
Roman See," St. Gregory replied that he had been 
,extremely delighted \\'ith this expression of the Egyp- 
tian Patriarch concerning the Chair of St. Peter, the 
Prince of the Apostles, to the effect that he still 
continued to sit therein in the person of his successors. 214 
Thus does St. Gregory speak of the authority of the 
Apostolic See. His claims are seen to be neither 
\vider nor nlore restricted than those of every one of 
his predecessors and of his successors do\vn to the 
present day. 
IV. ... \fter having perused the foregoing testimonies, 
taken fronl the ,yorks of St. Gregory, the reader may 
be at a loss to account for the stress laid by Dr. Pusey 
upon certain passages of that Pope's \vritings quoted 
by him in his E ircllicoll. He informs us that St. 
Gregory used the follo\ving expression: "Christ Him- 
self (the l\Icdiator behveen God and man) is that rock 
frol11 ,vhich Peter received his name, and upon \vhich 
He said that He \vould build His Church." And in 
.another place: "It is no\v said to the Universal Church, 
'\Vhatsoever thou shalt bind on earth,' &C."215 He 
adds that St. Gregory spoke as foIlo\vs in one of his 


"ü.i. 17, 
Iatt. xvi. 18, Lucæ xxii. 31.) . . . Eccc cl
nes regni 
cælcstis acccpit, potestas ei ligandi et solvcndi tribuitur, clira ei 
totill.
 Ecc/t;.siæ et þrÙrcipatus committitur." 
:l13 S. Gregorius I.: Eþist., 1. ,"i., cpist. Ih'., ho. (1. c., pp. 831, 

32). 

H S. Grcgorius I.: Eþist., 1. vii., cpist. ).1. (1. c., p. 887, scq.). 
.. Sllavissimc mihi sanctitas vestra multa in Epistolis suis de S. 
Petri Apostolorum Principis cathedra Ioqlluta cst, diccns, quod iþSll 
in ell 1lunc usque Í11 suis successoribus sedùlt." 
:!16 Eirenic01t: Postscriptum, p. 309. 
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letters to the Patriarch Eulogius: "And thus, though 
the Apostles be many, yet the see of the Chief of' 
the Apostles, \vhich belongs to one, though it is in 
three places, alone prevailed in authority, by virtue 
of the headship of that one. For it is he \\'ho exalted 
the see in ,vhich he alsu condescended to take his 
rest, and finish the present life. It is he \vho adorned 
the see, to ,vhich he sent the Evangelist, his disciple. 
It is he ,,,ho established the see, in ,vhich he sat for 
se\-en years, though he \vas to leave it. Inasmuch, 
then, as the see, over ,,"hich by divine authority three 
bishops no\v preside, is one man's, and one, \vhatc\"er 
good I hear of you I lay to tuine o\vn account." 
lG 
:lX O\v by all these extracts Dr. Pusey intends to prove 
that ,\,hen St. Gregory tnaintained that the only head 
of the Church is Christ our Lord, and that the sees 
of Rome, .Alexandria, and Antioch, are equal in 
,luthority, he sho\\"5 himself to hold doctrines un- 
favourable to the claims set forth on behalf of Papal 
supremacy as a divine institution. But the author 
seen1S not to understand St. Gregory's doctrine aright. 
.For the holy Father's teaching on the point is that of 
all antiquity, the doctrine of the Catholic \vorld, the 
teaching of the \"hole line of Pontiff.." do\\.n to the 
present day. Christ is, indeed, the principal and 
invisible head of the Church; He is the primary founda- 
tion of it, \\"hereon Pcter ,vas set to be a secondary 
foundation, fro111 \Vhom the Apostle received his nanle, 
his strength, and his stability. \Ye have already set 
forth this doctrine according to the mind of the 
liathers, and \ve have sho\\"n that Peter's divine 
supremacy not only does not exclude this principle, 
but rather inlplies it as a necessary complenlcnt. 
\Vhat \vonder then if: in the \vords of St. Gregory" 


21G EirCllicoll, PostscriptUln, pp. 308, 309. 
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"St. Paul rejects the idea of members of the Lord's 
body being subjected to ccrtain heads, as it ,,'ere, 
beside Christ (extra Christll11z), and that even to the 
Apostles themselves, as leaders of parties (ipsis Apostolis 
subjïci partia/iter c'i/itavit)," &C. 211 S1. Gregory, indeed, 
\\'ith the rest of the Fathers, follo\ving in the footsteps 
of the Apostles, represents the Church as the nl}"stical 
body of Christ, of which He is the head. In this point 
of vie\v the faithful cannot be under other heads \vho 
are not in unity \vith Christ, \vho are separated from 
Him as independent parts detached from the ,vhole 
(partia/iter); they are to be under Christ, the supreme 
head, and to be joined to Him as I-lis members, but 
they cannot be members of Christ if they be subject 
to such as are in no connection \\'ith Christ, to such 
as set themselves up as principal head, each inde- 
pendent of any other. For Christ is found in unity, 
not in division. Is Christ divided? His mystical 
body is one, and none can be under Him, as divine 
head
 unless he be a member of His body. Therefore, 
St. Gregory, regarding the Apostles and Peter himself 
from that point of vie\\', declares them to be all 
Inembers of the I-Ioly Universal Church, all nlembers 
under one head. Surely all the Apostles, and Petcr 
their chief, in comparison with Christ, \vere but His 
members; not one of them is the head, all are built 
upon Him-He is the foundation. This doctrine of 
51. Gregory is no other than that of the Fathers, and 
ùf the \vhole Catholic Church. But is it inconsistent 


217 c G . E 'iI . t I . ... ( ". ) d 
oJ. rcgonus: '--FlS., . V., eplst. XVlll. t. 11., p. 743 ; an 
Dr. Pusey, 1. c., p. 313. \Ve do not approve of the version adopted 
by Dr. Pusey and others, of tbe words of St. Gregory, "extra 
Christum" (bcsidt:s Christ). St. Paul, speaking of members of the 
nlystical body of Christ, meant nothing by "extra Christum,U but 
h out of Christ;" that is to say, detached from the union of the 
mystical body. 
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with the doctrine of St. Peter's supremacy In the 
Church? In St. Gregory's opinion it \vas not. 
V. It is undeniable that in this same series of 
letters he asserts, and in the most explicit terms, the 
doctrine of St. Peter's supremacy. To call this in 
question \vould betray a conlplcte ignorance of \vhat 
the illustrious Pontiff again and again "repeats con- 
cerning the prerogatives of St. Peter and his see of 
Rome. The extracts given above suffice to prove 
beyond all possibility of cavil that on this point his 
faith \vas identical \vith that of all Catholics. \Ve 
no\v invite attention to St. Gregory's epistle to the 
Emperor Maurice, some passages of \vhich \ve quoted 
in the earlier' part of this section. "All \vho kno,v 
the Gospel," he says, in this epistle, "are aware that, 
by the divine \vord, S1. Peter, the Prince of all the 
Apostles, \vas entrusted \vith the care of the \vholc 
Church; because to him \vere addressed the \vords \\0<'; 
read in St. John xxi. 17, St. Matt. xvi. 18, St. Luke xxii. 
3 I," &c. 218 Therefore, according to St. Gregory's principles, 
St. Peter \vas appointed head over the \vhole Church, 
in order to rule it in virtue of authority received fronl 
Christ. .i\.nd the Pontiff, after having quoted the 
passage from St. IVlatthe\v, proceeds in the same place: 
U Peter received the keys of the kingdom of heaven; 
on him is conferred the po\ver of binding and loosing; 
to him is committed the care and the Princedom of 
the whole Church." He inculcates the same doctrine 
in another of his letters, \vhen he says: H Petcr certainly 
received po\ver over the heavenly kingdom, so that 
whatever he binds or looses on earth is bound or loosed 
in heaven."219 Again, Peter is directly and explicitly 
affirmed to be the foundation of the Church. " \Vho 


218 See No. 2 I 2 of this section. 
219 Eþis/., 1. xi., epist. xlv. (1. c., p. J 129). 
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does not kno\v/' he says, "that the Holy Church is 
founded on the solidity of the Prince of the Apostlcs?"2
O 
All must perceive by these extracts froln St. Gregory's 
letters that his teaching on this point is the very same 
as that of the ,dlole Catholic Church in all times. 
His doctrine can be summed IIp in these fc\v proposi- 
tions: Christ is the principal head, and the primary 
foundation on ,,-hich the Church \vas built; Peter, 
thercfore, \vith respect to Christ, is the secondary head 
and the secondary foundation; but ,vith respect to the 
Church. he is its head and its foundation, hin1self bein
 
founded on the solidity of thc corner-stone, Christ 
our Lord. Again, St. Gregory rcpeatedly asserts that 
Peter rcccivcd from Christ the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven; but he does not, nor can he, deny, that the 
po\\"er of the keys \vas cOlnmitted by Christ to the 
\vholc Church in union \vith Petcr as its head. Bccause, 
first, although to Peter in an especial manner, as to 
the supreme ruler of the Church, Christ addressed 
the ,vords rccorded in St. IVlatthc\v xvi. 19, yet on 
another occasion the words, ,,\ Vha tsoever you shall bind 
on earth shall be bound in hcavcn," &c. Ç\Iatt. xviii. 18), 
\vere spoken by IIim to thc Universal Church unitcd 
to its head, and rcprcsented by the ,,-holc Apostolic 
Collegc. Secondly, even ,vhen Christ gave to Petcr 
thc kcys of the kingdonl of heaven, he conferred that 
po\ver on him as the head and supreme ruler of the 
Church. \Vhen thc head of the Church received that 
po\\"er, the Church received it in and through hin1. 
Therefore the Itathers, and espccially St. Augustine, 
say: "The Church reccived in Peter the keys of the 
kingdonl of heavcn."221 On this account, St. Gregory 


220 Eþist., 1. vii., cpist, xl. (1. c., p. 888). 
221 S. Augustinus: Tract. cxxiv., in Joan., n. 5 (Op., t. iii., 
p. 599. Edit. Antwerp.). 
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could safely assert: It It is no\v said to the Universal 
Church, '\Vhatsoever thou shalt bind on earth,'" &c. 
St. Augustine adds, by \vay of explanation, It That St. 
l)eter then represented the \vhole Church in virtue of 
the character he bore." 222 But if \ve inquire \vhat \vas 
that character, the same doctor ans\vers that it \va
 
his supremacy; a remark \vhich he repeats over and 
over again throughout his \vorks. 223 
VI. As regards the \vords of St. Gregory's letter 
to the Patriarch Eulogius, concerning the three sees of 
Rome, Alexandria, and Antioch, it is evident that that 
passage has been entirely nlisunderstood. For ho\\r 
else could such a stress have been laid on it as tending 
to sho\\r that St. Gregory ""as at yariancc \vith the 
teaching of the Holy Catholic Church concerning the 
Papal supremacy? In that passage St. Gregory declares 
and explains the origin, the authority, and the final 
scope of the institution of the patriarchal sees. It 
cannot be denied that no other churches \vere in early 
times denominated patriarchal but those \vhich had 
been established by the Prince of the Apostles, or by 
his care and authority. Hence, three only \vere regarded 
as patriarchal churches-nan1ely, those of Ron1e, of 
Alexandria, and of Antioch. It is for this re,ason that 
the Council of Nice alludes to them in its sixth canon. 
Later, the Church of Constantinople \\raS by d special 
privilege raised to this rank in the Second æculnenical 
Council,' as \\raS that of Jerusalem at the Council of 
Chalcedon. But even after this addition, the first three 
\vere still considered as properly patriarchal churches, 
from the fact of their having been instituted by St. 
Peter. l\10reover, these three churches, in yirtue of 


222 S. Augustinus: 1. c. 
223 S. Augustinus: Senn. lxxvi., n. 3 (Op., t. V., p. 596), De 
BaþtislJto C01ttra DOllat.
' 1. ii., n. I (Op., t. ix., p. 181-2); In Ps. 
cviii., n. I (Op., t. iv., p. 1733), &c. 
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thcir origin and privilcges, had authority and jurisdic- 
tion ovcr certain other churches, \vhich rcgarded the 
patriarchal see as their immediate .source (å.px.ñ) fronl 
\vhich they derived their origin, and as their centre, 
with \vhich they \\"crc connected, and through \vhich 
they \vere kept in unity. And certainly the communion 
of al
 the churches \vith 1{on1e through the union of 
the patriarchal sees \\
ith the See of Peter \vas the 
essential and immediate effect of the institution of the 
patriarchates. St. Gregory, in the letter quoted above, 
most distinctly points out that encl. He moreover 
expresses the saIne \
ie\v in another letter to the same 
Patriarch :Eulogius ;22-i and in a third epistle, addressed 
to the Patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch, he conl- 
pares the three patriarchates \vith the leaven \vhich a 
,vornan took and hid in three measures of meal until the 
whole \\"as leavcned (St. '1\latt. xiii. 33).225 But nOÌ\vith- 
standing this, St. Gregory kne\v very '\'ell that although 
each of the Patriarchal sees ,vas the àrX/l of the inferior 
churches comprehended \vithin the limits of its jurisdic- 
tion, yet, as regards the Church Universal, Rome only- 
the Apostolic See, not the united patriarchal churches 
-\vas the àPx.
 of all other churches, to \vhich all other 
patriarchs \vere subject. Hence, as has been said, he 
called the Roman See head of all the churches, head of 
the faith, 
iyinely raised above all the churches, and 


221 S. Greg.: Eþist., 1. vi., epist. Ix. (1. c., p. 836). "Longe a 
nobis non sumus qui unum SUlTIUS. Hane autem esse nobis cum 
cætcris fratribus communem semper optamus. Est autem aliquid 
quod nos erga Alexandrinam Ecclesiam quad am peculiaritate con- 
stringit et in ejus amore proniores existere speciali quodammodo 
lege compellit. N an1 sicut on1nibus liquet, quod H. Evangelista 

1arcus a S. Petro Apostolo I\Iagistro suo Alexandriam sit trans- 
missus, sic hujus nos magistri et discipuli unitate constringimur, 
ut et ego sedi discipu1i præsidcre videar propter lTIagistrum, et vos 
sedi magistri propter discipulum." 
225 S. Greg,: Eþis/., 1. V., cpist. xliii. (1. c., p. 77 2 ). 
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entrusted wit. the care of all, to \vhich every bishop is 
subject, and by \vhich he n1ust be corrected \vhen found 
in fault. He therèfore maintains that to go to the 
Roman Pontiff \vas the same as to go to St. Peter; 226 
and he declares that for any of the four patriarchs it 
\vould be a grievous scandal to resist the decrees of the 
Roman Pontiff. 227 Such ""as the real teaching of that 
great Pope, \vho is so much venerated both in the 
Western and in the Eastern churches: from \vhich it is 
apparent that St. Gregory's doctrine on the patriarchal 
sees, far fron1 disparaging the suprelne authority of the 
Papacy, affords it a new light and support. 
VI1. \Ve \vill no\v briefly clear up another difficulty 
on \vhich .sOIne Protestant \vriters insist ,vith confidence. 
This is based on the great controversy bet\veel1 St. 
Gregory and the Patriarch of Constantinople on account 
()f the title of æcumenical bishop. The point \vhich \ve 
undertake to explain presents a double aspect; one 
concerns St. Gregory's having strongly protested against 
the Patriarch of Constantinople for his having assumed 
the title of "universal bishop;" the other regards his 
having declined to accept it himself. No,," the title of 
H universal bishop" has a t\vofold Ineaning. The first 
in1plies that there is but one bishop in the \vhole Church, 
in whose person the universal episcopate is comprised, 
and, as it \vere, concentrated. The other asserts a 
supreme po\ver over every bishop in the Universal 
Church. Unquestionably, in neither of those senses did 
the term justly belong to the Bishop of Constantinople, 
.and if assumed by him in either of these senses it \\-"ell 
deserved to be reprobated in the strong terms employed 
by St Gregory and so carefully repeated by Protestants 
when speaking of this matter. 228 In truth, for some 
226 S. Greg.: Eþis!., 1. ii., epist. liii. (1. c., p. 619). 
227 S. Greg. : Eþis!., 1. ii., epist. Iii. (1. c., p. 618). 


 Eirellic01l, Postscriptum, p. 310. 
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centuries the })atriarch of Constantinople had mani- 
fested a strong tendency to fall into schism: he aimed, 
on the one hand, at emancipating himself from the 
jurisdiction of the Apostolic See; on the other, at 
subjecting to his po\ver all the churches of the Greek 
cmpire.
i9 The history of the fourth and fifth centuries 
supplies such evident proof of this assertion as to dis- 
pense us from any lengthened demonstration. 230 Such 
being the state of things, \ve need not \vonder if St. 
Gregory opposed \\.ith all his Inight the assumption 
of this title, and called it a puff of arrogance, a proud, 
a blasphemous name, the corruption of the Catholic 
faith, a harbinger of Antichrist, the invention of the 
first apostate, &c. &c. It should nevertheless be under- 
stood that \vhen St. Gregory passed so severe a sentence 
on the assumption of the title, he considered it not only 
as implying order, but also jurisdiction. In illustration 
of this \ye n1ay use one of the passages of 51. Gregory's 
letters \\,hich are used in the E-ircJlico1l: cc If one is 
universal," he \vrites to Bishop Eusebius, "it remains 
that you are not bishop.JJ231 This, too, \vas one of the 
reasons for \vhich he refused to assume the title of 
universal bishop, ,vhich, as he often asserts,232 none of 
his predecessors had ever assumed, although it had 
b
en offered to them by the Council of Chalcedon. 
And he intimates repeatedly that if the appellation 



29 See on this subject the following section, n. "i., seq. 
231) See Lupus, Scholia ad Call., xxviii., Conc. Cha/ccd. (Op., t. ii., 
I'. J 09, seq. Venetiis); Le Quien, Oriols Chrisliall1/s, t. i., Dr 
Patriarch. Consta1lt., c. xii., p. 67, seq.; Vila S. Grcgorii, scriptct. 
a 11aurinis, l. iii., c. i. (in Op. S. Greg., t. i., p. 248, seq. Edit. 
Parisiis), &c. 

31 S. Gregorius: Eþisl., 1. ix., cpist. h viii. (Op., 1. ii., p. 984). 
232 S. Greg.: Eþisl., 1. v., cpist. xviii. (1. c., p. 743); cpist. 
X. 
(L c.. p. 749); cpist. xliii. (I. c., p. 77 I); l. viii., cpist. xxx. (I. C. þ 
p. 919), &c. 
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of universal is given to hinl, all other bishops ,vould 
be deprived of their dignity.233 He means thereby that 
should the Pope become universal bishop, by that title 
he \vould absorb all the po\ver of the other bishops, and 
concentrate episcopacy in his one person alone. That 
'w'Ould indeed be a subversion of the constitution of the 
Church and the overthro\v of the primacy itself; for 
the Pope is a bishop, and as such he is the equal merely 
of every other bishop, his primacy being one of J uris- 
diction, not of Order. It is true that the Council of 
Chalcedon, when offering this title to the Pope,234 did 
not intend it to be taken in the meaning which is 
, destructive of the economy of the Church. The Libclli 
in \vhich that term occurs did not contemplate any 
pow.er of Order, but of Jurisdiction only. Nevertheless, 
in this second sense of jurisdiction \VC should again 
distinguish in that title the right 'which it imparts, 
and the honour which it is intended to convey. N O\V 
the Libclli did not mean to impart to the Pope a nevv 
right, especially since the title \vas not decreed in a 
, cOllciliar form. Besides, \ve have seen already, and ,vilJ 
further prove by fresh evidence, that long before the 
Council of Chalcedon the Popes had proclaimed and 
enforced their supreme authority over the ,vhole Church. 
The council therefore intended to give the Pope a 
title of honour only, such as Inight vlitness to his 
universal jurisdiction. vVhat, consequently, did St. 
Gregory decline to assutne-the right itself of universal 
pastor, or the honour of being called by that glorious 
title? Doubtless he could not reject the right, as he 
('ould not fail to kno\v \vhat had been the n1ind. of 
his predecessors, ,vhen he declared the }{oman Church 


233 S. Gregorius: 1. c. 
234 This title was given to Pope Leo in some Libtlli presented 
to the Council of Chalcedon.-Sce Harduin, COIlC" t. ii" pp, 321, 
3 2 5, 33 1 , 33;. 
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to be entrusted \vith cura 011t11Ùt11l Ecclesia ru 111, and 
enforced and used his authority-as shall be seen in 
the fifth section-both over the Greek and the Latin 
churches. And, indeed, it \\.ould have been the most 
glaring contradiction to rcfuse on one side the Tight 
.of supreme jurisdiction, and on the other to exercise 
it over the \vhole \vorld. It is surprising that none of 
the Protestant disputants ,vho have \vritten upon the 
subject seem to have recognised thc inconsistency. 
5t. Gregory, in truth, refused the honour only of that 
singular title, as he constantly insinuates \vherever, in 
his letters, he speaks of the offer made in the Council 
of Chalcedon. ,A.ll the lettcrs quoted in the t\\TO fore- 
going notes prove this-nay, even one of his letters 
cited in the E irC1Zicoll bears testimony to the same 
effect. (( Ho\v is it," he says in this letter to the 
:En1peror l\iauricc, (( that \vhilc \VC seek not the glory 
of this name, though offered to us, yet another pre- 
sumes to claim it, though not offered?" 235 
VIII. But \vhy then did St. Gregory and his 
predecessors refusc thc title of (( universal bishop? It 
After all \\"e have said on the question, further expla- 
nation is hardly needed. They refused this honorary 
title because they remembered that they ,,"ere thC' 
vicars of Hin1 \vho has said, II Learn of l\le; for ) 
aln hun1ble of heart" (51. I\latt. xi. 20). Thcir office \vas 
to inspire thcir fello\\"-bishops \vith the same sentiments 
of humility, and they could not have effectually suc- 
ceeded in this task, had they coveted so singular a 
title; they recolJected the great lesson taught them 
by Christ: Ie He that is greatest anlong you, let hinl 
ùo as he that serves" (St. I...uke xxii. 26). Having refused 
the title of "universal bishop," they adopted that of 
scr;.'i scrZ'OYltlll Dt'i, in order to foHo\v the divine counsel 


2:;:; 
. Greg. : Eþis!., 1. '... epist. xx. (1. C.
 p. 749). 
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by making themselves the least of all, though superior 
to all in po\ver and authority. And, certainly, by that 
1nark of humility alone could the })opes check the 
pride and ambition of the Bishops of Constantinople. 
,vho, in opposition to every principle of right and 
justice, had usurpcd the title of "universal," extending 
thcir authority and their jurisdiction beyond all Ia\vful 
bounds. Ho\v difficult \vould it have been to overcome 
the proud stubbornness of the Greck Patriarchs had 
the Popes sho\vn themselves too fond of titles of 
honour? Thus humility and prudence induced the 
Popes to abolish that title, "rhich ,,,"ould have added 
nothing substantial to their divinely-bcsto\vcd authority. 
In the next section '\'C shall see ho,,, the Popes, and 
Gregory the Great himself, acted on the principle of 
their divine supremacy, and ,ve shall learn ho\v their 
authoritative voice "ras listened to and obeyed in the 
Universal Church. This ,vill cast such a light on the 

lJbject as to defy contradiction on the part of 
Protestants or schismatics of every shade. 
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L Xo doctrine in the Church of Christ IS so clearly 
deducible fron1 the records of ecclesiastical histol y as 
that of the supremacy of the Apostolic See. To deny 
this doctrine is nothing less than to gainsay the clear 
tcstin10ny of indisputable facts and docun1ents. It is 
surprising that so Inany Protestants \vho pretend to 
, learning seen1 una,\.are of the existence of these historical 
c\"idences, or at lcast unable to appreciate their in1port. 
But it is yet Il10re strange to se
 such nlcn labour at 
dra\\.ing darkness frol11 the clear light of history, and 
thro\ving into obscurity the fundamental doctrine upon 
\\ hich rests the divine economy of the ,,,hole Church. 
)'Iost Protestant
, probably, and the IIigh Church party 
c
pecially, ,,"oldd not attclnpt to deny that the Popes in 
carly tilnes exerciscd a suprelne authority over all the 
\ V estern Church, but they consider that this authority 
,\'as cnjoyed by the Bishops of Ron1e in their character 
of Patriarchs of the \Y cst, having been invested by 
th-: Church itself ,,-ith suprcIlle po\ycr ovcr cycry palti- 
cnlar church \\-ithin certain boundari{'s. Further, they 
w,,)tl1d not shrink fron1 ackno\\'lcdging thJ.t the Eastern 
Church rccogniscù a }>apal jri1Ju!c)'. Thus far they 
arc ,vith us, but they deny that the St1pren1C authority 
.\\".1S excrcised and ackno\\"lcdged thïoughout the ,,-hole 
Church, and thcy 111aintain that the Eastern Church, 
nc\-cr ha\-ing adnlittcd the dh-inc right of the supr
l11acr. 
G 
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has never varied in her doctrines regarding it. The 
I-ligh Church party, therefore, agree ,vith all Protestants 
in countenancing the Greek schislu, \\"hich they unani- 
1110usly attribute to usurpations of the Popes. Dr. 
Pusey, ".ho cites the ".ords of the schislnatic Bishop 
of Zcrniza,23G seenIS to be of the sanIe 111ind. But if 
history be read in its original sources, it ,,"ill be seen 
ho\y 111uch these \,-riters do violence to its evidence
, 
and destroy its teachings. \\T e learn, indeed, froll1 Dr. 
Overbeck's recent ,,-ork, that in this the Puseyite party 
has for an accolnplice the schislnatic church of the 
East.
ï But in the present section \,'e hope to sho"., 
historical dOCUlTIents in hand, that the divine supremacy 
\vas unifonnly and universally ackno\\rledgcd in the 
Eastern Church until the tinIe of its final separation 
from the Catholic c01l1rnunion, and that the rulers of 
the }
ast, ,,"hether ecclesiastical or ci\"il, BCYCr disputed 
the suprenIc authority of the Pope. 
II. I t cannot be questioned that in the fourth century 
the suprcnIC authority of the Apostolic See ,,-as fully 
ackno\\rledged in the Oriental Church. As soon as 
the heresy of .i\pollinaris and his disciple Timotheus 
arose at Antioch, the neighbouring bishops sent letters 
to l
on1e to Pope Dalnasus, requesting the deposition 
of these heretics, both of ,vhorn ,vere bishops in the 
Eastern Patriarchatc. Pope Ðalnasus applauded the 
bishops for ha ving given to the Apostolic See the 
honour ,,-hich ".as d.ue to it. 23S He aften,-ards declares 


236 EirälÏcO;J, p. 63. 
:?:); (
ltholic Orthodo.1Y alld J..Jllglo-Clltho/Ù.-"i,HII, By J. F. Ü\"cr- 
beck, D.D. London, 1866. 
23\1 S. Dalnasus: Eþis!. xh"., n. I (Coustant., p. 57 I). "Quod 
debitml1 Apostolicæ Scdi rc\-crcntialn cxhibct caritas vestra, in co 
vobis ipsis plurÍInmll præstatis, filii carissilni."-Other facts dc- 
1nonstratiYc of Papal suprcn1acy during the first three centuries, 
win be adduced in the \"Ohl1nC in which the infallibility of the Pope 
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"that .. \pollinaris (lnd 1'in1othctls had already been de- 
posed by the sentence of the .\po
tolic See; that hc 
had once for aU is
ued a confe
sion of faith; and finaUy, 
that, .. \ Vhoever professes hin1self a Christian nlust kecp 
,,-hat has been handed do\\'n fronl the ApostlcS."2J:) 
\ \T C hcre see that evcn before thc Oriental bishops had 
applicd to Pope I)alllaSUS, t\\"O of thcir brcthren had 
been conden1ncd and deposed by hitu. In virtue of 
what po\\.er ,,'as this donc? Doubtless, in virtue of 
that po\\'cr of holding thc heInl \\ hich, as he himself 
intÏtl1atcs, belonged to the bishop ,,-ho sat in the Chair 
of thc ... \postle Peter/I!} and by no other authority. 
lJanlasus restored the Patriarch Petcr to his see of 

 \lexandria \\-Îlen he had been deposed by the intrigues 
of a certain l..ucius.
.n _ \ncl in this he follo\\-ed the 
cxall1plc of his predccessor, Julius; for ,,"hen the fivc 
banished bishops-St. A thanasius of _ \lexandria, St. 
Paul of Constantinoplt.:, ..-\sclepias of Gaza, :\Iarcellus 
of 
.t\ncyra in Galatia, and Lucius of Hadrianople- 
bcing drivcn fro 111 thcir sees by thcir opponents, canlC 
to R.ol11e, and appealed to the authority of this Pontiff, 
Julius juJged thcir cau
c \\-ith supreille authority, and 
finding their profession of faith to be in harnlony ,,'ith 
his own, he scnt then1 back \\ ith his authoritativc 


\\ ill he treated. For the prl:
ent. we rcfer our readers to H. 
Hagcnlann, J)ic 1
ijlJ/isdll' A-irdll'. /lilt! illl- i:ïIlß/lsS a/lf Disciþlill 
II/Id D(JKIJ/a, pp. 128, 13-+. -1-39. &c. Freiburg. 1864. 

3!) S. DamaslIs: n. 2. .. Scitotc Igitllr quod profanmn illunl 
Tilnothcmn ,Apollinarii haTctici discipulmn cmu ilnpio ejus dog- 
Inate Òalnna\-Ï1nus." Jbid, n. 3. .. Quid igitur depositionenl 
Tiluothei a me denuo postulatis. qui et hic judicio Sedis . \pos- 
tolicæ. . . dcpositus cst una emu Inagistro suo 
\pol1inario r' 
See the l'rofi'ssioll of J-ìlÍ!ll in Coustant.. p. 5 18. seq. 

..o S. Damasus: n. I. h Etsi Inaximc in Sancta Ecclesia in 
qua S. Apostolus sedcns docuit. docct nos quodanl Inodo clanlID 
tenere. quem regendull1 suscepimus," &e. 

H Socrates: His!. 1:"'-(/0'", 1. iy.. c. x
xyii. Edit, Ya1csii. p. 254. 
(; 2 
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lètters, and restored then1 to their sees. But Socrates 
and SozonIen, \\'ho relate this fact, rCInark that Julius 
acted in this according to the prerogativc of the ROluan 
See, sincc, on account of tht; dignity of his See, the 
care of all belonged to hiln.
-l2 1'hus, t\vo of the earliL
t 
historians of the Oriental Church bear \\'itness to the- 
fact of the exercise of the supreme Papal authority o\.cr 
the Universal Church. They ackno\\'ledge, as a 11laxiln 
uni\.ersaUy received, that thc care of all belongs to the 
Pope: and they attribute to that supremc authority the 
right of judging the causes of the bishops of the ]
ast, 
and of deposing thenl fro111 their sces, or restoring thenl 
,,"hen unjustly deprivcd. '\Ye here have strong evidence 
that the Papal suprclnacy ,,'as acknowledged ill the 
Oriental Church. 
III. I
ut proofs still lnore cogent are not ,,'anting. 
In the Council of Ephesus held against .î\ estorius, the 
doctrine of the suprelnacy o\'er the ,,"hole Church is 
asscrted as plainly as possible, by "'ord and act. 
St. Cyril, Patriarch of the n10st enlÍnent see of the 
East, applied to Pope Celestine against N cstorius, the 
Patriarch of Constantinople, \\'ho, like heresiarchs of 
cvery age, had already appealed to the l>ope, in the 
hope of gaining authoritativc support for his doctrines. 
St. Cyril, \\Titing to thc Bishop of H..0111e, uses the 
follo\\'ing expressions: .. '\Ve have not openly and 
publicly separatcd fronl conununion ,,'ith Nestorius 
before luaking kno\\"n the "'hole matter to your I-Ioli- 
HCSS. BL pleas
d then to prescribe "That you think right 
to be done. '\ \?hether it behoves us to pcrse\.crc in 
C0l111l111nioa \\'ith hinl, or to declar
 openly that C01l1- 
1l1union is Í111possiblc \yith one \,,'ho fosters and teache,", 



i:! Socrates: Hist. Eccles., 1. ii., c. ,iii., p. 91. Sozomen: 1. iii., c. "iii. 
Edit. \?alcsii., p. 5oï. The words of SCZOlnen are as [0110\\-5 :-0](1. 
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.doctrines so erroneous." :2t;
 l'hus the Patriarch of .t\lex- 
.andria docs not take any effectual step against th
 
hcresiarch until he has heard the detern1Ïnation of the 
Bishop of H.onle, anù received orders frol11 hin1. And 
at the sanle tinlC he declares it to bc .. An ancient 
custonl of the Churches. that all affairs of such a 
nature should be COlnllllll1Ìcated to the Pope's J-Iolines:" 
to ,,-h0I11, of sheer necessity. he feels conlpelled to 
,,-rite." 2-t-l Pope Celes6ne, eyen before having received 
the lettcr of St. Cyril, judged Xestorius, condcrnned his 
errors, ordcred hiIll. under pain ùf excoInnlunication 
frol11 the ,\"hole Catholic Church, to subscribe the pro- 
fession of the Catholic faith, and by \\Titing soleInnly 
to COndCIll11 his novel doctrines. ..l\t the saIne titne he 
,,-rites to St. Cyril: .. In \'irtue of authority delegated 
to you by our See. and acting in our stead. and by our 
COll1tl1issÌon. you "'ill execute our sentence \\'ith exact 
severity." 
4j \ Y e cannot fail to recognisc, in the \'.-ords 
of Celestine, the language in \d1Ích a superior addresses 
-an inferior. The Pontiff. conscious of his full authority 
in the Church. passes a SOICnlll sentence, and deputes. 
on the one hand, a Patriarch to see to its execution; 
"on the other, he puts forth a confession of faith, and. 
under threat of excol11nlunication. caBs upon a second 
Patriarch to adhere tu the doctrine so set forth, This 
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hc docs, not as a bishop gi\"ing friendly counsel to 
þ 
brother bishop, but as the head of the Church, effica- 
ciously enforcing his orders, and threatening a guilty 
l)atriarch ,,'ith exclusion frol11 Catholic C011l111union" 
\ V e here find a plain c\-idcnce of Papal supre11lacy.. 
1\Ioreover, the Council of Ephesus, ,,'hich asselllbled. 
in the follo\\-ing year, in the first session prol11ulgated 
tl1<.; Papal eXC011l111tlnication against K estorius and de- 
posed hinl; the l
athers of the Council declaring that 
they ,,\\Tere c011lpelled to pass that sentence by thL'" 
canons and by the letters of their 1110st holy father 
and fello\\"-labourcr, Celestine, .Bishop of the Church of 
the H..o11lans." 24() I n truth, the .L \cts ùf the Council (Jf 
}
phesus furnish at cvcry stcp a clear de1110nstration 
of the Papal suprel11acy. \ \"ith \\"hat reverence did thc 
asscl11bled Fathers listen h) the letter addressed by 
Celestine to the synod; ".ith \yhat unaninlous aIJpro\'al 
did they hear that the Pope had already decreed the 
condernnation and excolllnlunication of N estorius !
4; 
Then Philip, a priest, lcgate of the ROlnan See, re-- 
turned thanks to the synod, because, as becanle holy 
tTIelnbers, they had, by their voices and acclalnations, 
united thcnlselves to their holy head; "1;or," continued 
he, .. your blessednesses are not ignorant that the holy 
Apostle Peter is the head of the entire faith, and chief, 
like\\'ise, of the .L\postles." t!S So also in the third ses
ion 
the legate again 11lade a solenln declaration of the 
suprenlacyof the IIoly Sec. .. \Yc do not doubt," he 
says, "nay, rather it is a fact \\"cll knO\\ï1 in all ages, 
that the holy and blessed Peter, Prince and I lead or 
the Apostles, Pillar of the Faith, :Foundation of the. 
Catholic Church, rcccÏ\"ed frotn our Lord Jesus Christ.. 



-w COJ/C. Eþht'.\,., pt. ii., act. i. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1077'. 

... Ibid.. act. ii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. II -t.7). 
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 Ibid. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1150'. 
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the Saviour and H..edecnlcr of the hunlan racc, the kcys 
of the kingdorn, and that to hinl po\\'cr ,\"as given to 
loose and to bind sins. l\nd Petcr has, in his successors, 
lh-ed anù exercised judgnlent up to this present day, 
I 

nd for all future time \\"ill li\"c anJ judge. \Vherefore 
the successor of St. Pcter, and his representative in the 
regular order, our holy and blessed I)ope Celestine, has 
sent us to the synod to supply his place." 149 \Vhen 
the legate spoke thus no dissentient voice ""as raised 
in the synod, for the doctrine of the Papal suprell1acy 
was no no\"clty in the Church, but a matter universally 
n:cognised. 
IV. ...'\fter all this, it is strange to find a passage 
()f the lctter addressed by Popc Celestine to the Council 
of Ephesus quoted by Dr. Pusey as evidence of the 
perfect equality of all bishops, and their absolute inde- 
pendence of the .J. \postolic See. "Pope Celestine de- 
clares," he says, "that the charge of teaching has 
descended froll1 the .L-\postles equal!;' upon all bishops. 
,\. e are all cngaged in it by all heredital]' 1
igllt,. all 
wc \\"ho have COll1e in their stead preach the name 
of our I.Jorcl to all the countries of the \\-0 rId, accord- 
ing to ,\"hat ""as said to thern- C Go ye and teach all 
nations.' "2;;0 'fhe strength of this argunlent lies in the 
italicised adverb equal!.)', ,\"hich ""ord is due Inerely to a 
false translation, for in the original text ""e ha\"c ill 
l"(}IJllllltlh
-" in cOll1n10n;" this is rightly represented 
i II the Greek by ,:,b Y.. OJ IItll. 2;)1 Thc genuine import of this 
passage expresses the teaching of St. Cyprian and of 
the other holy Fathers, \vho represent the Episcopate 
a:; one office, in ,,-hich all the bishops share ,i1/ solidI/Ill. 
But neither these :Fathers, 110r Celestine hilllself, intcnd 
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thereby to dcny the existence of gradations of jurisdic- 
tion in the episcopal body. On the contrary, Celestine, 
1n connection ,,"ith this very Inatter, supplies irrefrag- 
able proofs of his suprenlacy o'"cr thc ,,'hole Church. 
For bcsides the passage ,,'hich ""C ha'"e already quoted, 
,,'c find that on sending his lcgates to thc Synod of 
l
phesus ,,"ith the lettcr citcd by Dr. Puscy. he instructed 
thClll that, h They should take carc that thc authority of 
the .l\postolic See bc luaintaincd." In other \
;ords, their 
instructions anloullÌed to this: They ""ere to be present 
at the council; if a dispute arose, thcy \\"crc to pass 
judgnlent on the issue, and to hold thenlseh.cs aloof fron1 
contcntion and dispute. 2 .í2 Celcstinc's ordcrs ""e
"e exactly 
exccuted, not only by the legatcs, but by the council 
itseIC
;;:J 'rhis is not the style of one \",ho belie\-es 
hinlself to be 111crely the equal of thc · bishops \vho sat 
in the council. But e\"en the enelllies of the Catholic 
faith in the :East solcn1nly confessed at that tilne the 
doctrine [or ,,"hich "'C contend. Eleutherius, Bishop of 
Tyana, and Helladius, Bishop of Tarsus, "'.Tote not long- 
. after to Popc Sixtus against the decrees of Ephesus: 
c.lnd in thcir letters they bear the clearcst testinlony to the 
suprc111c and divine authority of thc Apostolic Sec. 
They styled thc Popc "another l\ioses," "another 
Peter," "the divinely-appointeJ ruler of the Church;" 
they C01l1ffiC1110rate the triunlphs of his Sce over heresy 
and infidelity; they appeal to hinl to stretch a savin
 
hand, and to COI//illfl/Id an inquiry to be made into all 
thc irregular proceedings of the council. 2j.j, 
\T. J3ut thc divine suprenlacy of the Pope ""as no 



.)2 COl/llJ/oJlitorilllJl J>aþ{F Cækstilli, &c. (Cot1stant., p. I 152). 
253 The Acts of the First and Second Sessions were read to the 
legates, according to their demand, and werc approvcd and signed 
by thcn1.-COJlC. Ephes., act. iii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. I 158, seq.). 

;)-t Eþistola l:-'!t'ltlhcrii t't Ht'lladii Eþisa7þolïl1Jl (Gallandi, t. ix.. 
p. 5 2 3). 
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less ackno,dedged at the tin1C of the Council of Chal- 
cedol1, A. n. 45 I. \ V e do not kno\v ho\\
 far other Anglican 
divines agree \dth the judgn1cnt passed by 1\1r. Palmer 
0;1 Pope St. Leo, of ,,-hon1 he says that his" continual 
object ,vas, to assert that St. Peter still lived in his 
.successors, and that all the proIniscs n1ade to him \\"erc 
also Inade to the Bishop of H..on1e."
;jj 1\lr. Paln1cr 
forgcts that besides Pope Leo, the Fathers of Ephcsus, 
as \\"c have just secn, and those of Chalcedon, as ,ve 
shall see prescntly, ,,
cre convinccd that St. Peter still 
Jived in his successors; he even explicitly denies that the 
Oriental Church fully and authentically ackno\vledged 
the po\n
r \\-hich St. Leo assunlCÙ and cxercised. But 
fortunately the historical records of the tinle are eloquent 
\\'itnesses as to the nlatter. Did the authoritative 
language of St. Leo c\"cr rcceive any ll1al1ner of contra- 
diction frol11 the Oriental Church, either by the 1110uth 
of individual bishops, or by that of the Gcneral Council 
of Chalcedon? Pope Leo solemnly and frequently in- 
culcates on the J
astcrn Church his divinely-conferred 
.suprelllacy ; and emperors and bishops as openly 
ackno\\"lcdg-e it by deeds, no less than by "-0 rci s. As, 
for cxalnple. the Elnperor Theodosius, in a public 
decree; 2jû and the Enlperor l\larcian, in a lettcr ad- 
drcssed by binl to St. Leo on his ascending the in1perial 
throne.
'-)7 l\loreovcr the great Pontiff orders Anatolius. 


2';:; Pahner: Lt'ttcr Y. to Card. 1 Visc/I!all, sec. 4, p. ...8. 
2:;0 (,t.J/lstitutio llllþ. Tlll'Ot!osii d Valcntilliani (In Codice Theod. 
Leg. :KO\'., 1. i., tit. xxi,"., 1. yi. Edit. Gothof., Lipsiæ, p. 67. Et in 
Gp. S. Lconis, 1. i., p. 6..1.2. Edit. Ballerini) .. Cmu Scdis Apos- 
tolicæ prinlatmn S. Petri 111eritmn 4.ui princeps cst cpiscopalis 
coronæ ct Romanæ dignitas ci\ itatis, sacræ ctialn Synodi firma- 
yerit auctoritas, ne quid prætcr auctoritate111 sedis istius inlicitmH 
præsumptio attcnlptarc nitatur." 
2.jj J:-pist. Jlaraluzi Imþ. at! LCO,'lClil P(rþalll (inter Epist. S. 
Leonis, t. i., Op. Edit. Ball., pp. 1017-19). .. Tuain sanctitatcm 
principatum divinæ fidei possidente111 sacris littcris in principio 
juStUl11 crcdinlus alIoqucndllm." 
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ratriarch of Constantinople, to abstain fron1 reciting at 
the altar the names of those \\"ho had taken part in the 
infanlous Pseudo-Synod of }
phL;SUS.23S He C0I11I11and.-; 
that Aëtius, a priest unjustly depri\'cd of the dignity of 
archdeacon by the Patriarch of Constantinople, should 
be restored to his office. He decrees the degradation 
of the heretic .L\ndrc,,', on \\'hOl11 the sanle dignity had 
been besto\\'ed. Anatolius not only faithfully executes 
the orders-1I1alldata-of the Pope, but declares that 
he ,,'ouId never resist thcln. ,,'hate"er they luigh t be. 
5!' 
St. Leo acts in like lnanner, and ,,'ith thc sanle supreme 
authority, in the casc of rrhcodoret, 13ishop of Cyrus, 
\,'ho, having been deposed, appeals to the Ronlan 
J>ontiff, "l i or on all accounts." he says. in his letter, 
t. the Prinlacy j ustI y belongs to you. Thcreforc," con- 
tinues he, "I no\\' a,,'ait the sentence of your Apostolic 
See. and I pray and entreat your Holiness to assist me, 
appealing to yòur just and equitable tribunal, and to 
conlnland ll1e to COlne to you. that I Iuay sho\\' ho,\r 
IllY teaching follo,vs the footsteps of the .Apostles." 260 
Theodoret ,,'as accordingly judged by the Apostolic 
tribunal, and restored to his see, and ""as then cnabled 
to take his seat at the Council of ChaIcedon; "'hen, 
therefore, he ,,'as introduced into the Council, the 
assembled bishops declared that he had a right to enter, 
t. because the 1\1ost Holy .f\rchbishop Leo had restored 
hinl to his bishopric." 261 l\S regards the Patriarchate 
of Alexandria, thc authority exerted by St. Leo in 



58 S. Leo: l:-þist. lxxx., ad 
IJlat{JliIlJl/ ])atriarch., c. ii. (Op., 
1. i., p. 105 I). 
:!.j9 Epist. ./lJlatolii J)atriarchi ad LCOJlt:1Jl Paþa/Il, cappo i., ii., 
inter Epist. S. Leonis, epist. cxxxii. (Op., S. Leonis, t. i., p. 1262), 
ct Eþist. CXXXY. S. Lcollis ad 
 1 Hato/iilm, C. ii. (1. c., p. 1278). 

fjO Eþist. Thl'odoriti Cyr. ad ..Y. LCOJlOIl, cappo i., "., inter Epist. 
S. Leonis, cpist. 1ii. (1. C. pp. 9..p- 947). 
.. !,.. , """,,'" ,,
, . 
2Gl f.;,;,SlU'lj a';';'{j/!'anG':''1jGH au,:,'!) <;"1jY =';;'lð/!'{j.;,;,
'.1 () aYJf.
JTa':'o; ap- 
%,'E.;:-íl1XO';';'{j; _\$wv.-COllc. Cha/ccd.. act. i. (Labbe, 1. iy., p. 873). 
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c\'cry vicissitudc of that Church cvidently sho\\'s that 
the suprelnacy of the ...\postolic See ,vas fullyackno,,"- 
lcdged at that titne throughout Egypt. As soon as 
Dioscorus ""as appointed Patriarch of Alexandria, Pope 
Leo renlinds hinI of the suprcmacy of the Sec of l{oIlle ; 
that St. ::\Iark \,"as the disciple of St. Petcr; and that he, 
therefore, could nut bring into his Church rcgulations 
differcnt froln those 'which St. Petcr had decreed for the 
ROlnan Church. I Ie adds: .. I cannot suffer that \d1ilè 
professing to belong to the saIne body and to hold one 
faith, \n:: should differ in anything ,,"hatevcr; so that the 
regulation;; of the 'reachcr should seenl to be at variance 
,,"ith those of the disciples." And therefore, in th
 tone 
of a superior, he intiolatcs his \\"ill to Dioscorus. and 
obliges hinI tu the obsen"ance of those la""s ,yhich the 
Fathers had laid do,,"n. 2fi
 K 0 less authoritativc is the 
Inanner in ,,"hich the saIne Pope declares both to the 
Emperor Lèo and to Gennadius, Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, that TiIllothy the Cat nUlst be expelled frol11 
the See of ....\lexandria and deprived of his dignity, 
even though hc present an orthodox confcssion of 
faith; and on that account he orders the election of a 
ne\\r ratriarch.
G3 But passing over these instances, let 
us turn to the Council of Chalcedon, \\,here the \vhole 
Oriental Church \\"as asscnlbled. Lèt us see ,,"hat \\'ere 
the views expressed by the synod ,,"ith regard to the 
Papal suprell1acy, and \\,hcther it did not plainly ackno\\"-- 


21;2 S. Leo: AjuJ'!. ix.. ad ]JioscorlllJl A k.r. l:.'þisc., c. i. (Op., 
1. i., p. 619). 
. 
2uod ergo a patribus noslris propensiore cura 
novimus esse servatl11n, a yobis yoll11l1uS custodiri," &c. Et c. ii. 
(I. c.. p. 631). .
 Ut auten1 in Olnnibus obscryantia concordct, illuù 
qUOt.{uc yolumus custodiri." 
:!ti3 S. Leo: Epist. ch'i., ad I..COIlCIII IlIlþ. (1. C., p. 1 3
 I, seq.);- 
l:Pis!. clyii.. ad A ll11!o/iu III (1. c., p. 1326); EþÙ!. clxiy., ad Leon. 
Imþ. (I.e.. p. 13........); Eþis!. clxix., adclIlu!t-11l (1. c., p. 1431); et 
I:pis!. clx)..., ad (;OIIllU!Ù(/Il, Pa!riarc-/!, COilS!. (1. c.. p. I..tJ3). 
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lcdge thc Pope's SUprCITIe divin
 po\\'
r over the Universal 
.,Church. The ...\cts of the Synod leave no doubt upon 
: the point. I n fact, in the first session, Paschasinlls, 
.Bishop of IjlybæuIn, and legate of the .L\postolic See, 
· together ,,'ith the other legates, stood in the Inidst of 
;the counciL and said, .., V e have orders froIl1 the nlost 
',blessed and .,Apostolic Bishop of the City of H..onle, \,-ho 
is the head of all the Churches, youchsafing to set forth 
that DioSCOfl1S nll1st not 
it in the council, and that 
should h
 attènl pt to do 

o he 11111st bc expclled." 
f;1 
\Vhen the asse111bly of the bishops asked "'hat \vas the 
charge against hinl, the legates replieJ, "That he had 
,dared to hold a synod \vithout the authority of the 
Apostolic See, \,-hich \,'as never done, and never 
allo".cd." 21i;) 'The legates asserted 11lost plainly in these 
,,'orùs the clainls of the .L
postolic SC
. Yet none of 
- the Eastern bishops, ,,-ho constituted the Blain body 
the assenlbly. urged th
 least objection to thes
 clainls. 
or questioned thcir validity. .l\ll subn1itted in silence 
to the orders of the .Apostolic Seè. Dioscorlls came 
forth as a crin1Ínal; and his crinles being sufficiently 
proved, the legates ""cre asked by the council to pro- 
nounce a final sentcnce in the naBle of the Ronlan 
Pontiff: Paschasinus, therefore, as the Pope's \"icegerent. 
pronounced as follo,,"s: }iirst. he granted pardon. in Pope 
I."eo's name, to those ,',.ho had ll11\villingly taken part 
in the LatrocillÍlIJlI of I
phesus, and ".ho had since con- 
tinued obedient to the 1\10st Ifoly .L\rchbishop Leo, 
and to every Inost holy and cecunlenical council. :?Gt. 


::'ö-! COile. Cltaki'ft., act. i. (Labbe, t. i\"., p. 863). 

G;' L. c., p. 866. 

tjtì COJl. Lnalei'll., act. iii. (Labbe. t. i,'., p. 1303). .. IHis Apos- 
tolica Sedes ycniam præstitit de iis quæ ibi (in Conciliabulo 
Ephcsino) non yoluntarie ab eis gesta sl1nt, qui et hactenus per- 
lnanserunt obedicntes .sanctissinlo Archicpiscopo Leoni ct OIl1ni 
sancto et universali concilio." 
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rhcn he procced.xl to pronounce the condèInnatiun of- 
Dioscorus: .
 'The I\T Qst Holy and Blesseù l..eo, .t\rch- 
bishop uf the great and eldcr RonH.
, through us and 
the present n10st holy synod, together ,,"ith the thrice- 
blessed and 1l10st glorious Apostle Peter, ,,-ho is the 
rock and support of thc Catholic Church, anù the 
foundation of the orthodox faith, has depri\'cd Dioscorus 
uf his episcopacy, and has ren10\'ed hinl fron1 all sacer- 
dotal rank."2ô7 One nlust bt..: blinded by inveterate 
prcjudice not to see in this fact thc suprclnacy of the 
Apostolic See fuBy exercised, and ackno,,"lcdgecl by all 
the bishops of the I
astern Church, \,-ho, by subscribing 
the Acts of the Cuuncil, n1anifestcd ho\\
 unreserved "'a
 
their concurrence in thc "ie\\-s expressed in this judg- 
Incnt. 
GS '[hey ,,-cre each and all of thClll con\7inccd that 
St. Petcr livcd and spoke in his succc:;sor, and that the 
Pope had suprenlc authority 0\9cr the ,yhole Church of 
Christ. 1'hcreforè, ,,"hen in thc second scssion of the 
council St. Leo's dogtnatic letter ,,-as read, all the 
asscmbled bishops unanin10usly exclainled, .. 1'his i$ 
the faith of the .J. \postles; this is the faith of the 
F'athcrs, This do ,,-c and all the orthodox belie\"c. 
Anathellla to hill1 ,,-ho bclie\'es it not. Petcr has 
spokcn by I.. co. .. 2 f j!1 1Ioreo'ger, in the synodical lctters 
addressed by thc Fathers to Pope LèO, speaking 



(ìi" Conc. Chakl'd., I. c., p. 1306. .. Uncle sanctissill1US et beatissi- 
lUllS Archil'piscopus magnæ ct scnioris Romæ Leo per nos ct per 
pra'sentcm sanctéml SynodUl11 una cmu tel' beatissinlo ct Olnni 
)aude digno B. Petro 
 \postolo, qui cst petra et crepida Catholicæ 
Ecclesiæ ct rcctæ fidei fund:l1nentum. nudayit cmll tan1 episcopatus 
dignitatc. quam etiam ab omni saccrdot.lli aliena\-it nlÍnistcrio." 
2U
 See the subscriptions of all the bishops (I. c.. pp. 13 06 - 
1335). 
:!ü:) COliC. c'lwlad". act. ii. (L3.bhe. t. i\-.. p. 1 23 6 '. a
,;"r, i :;:ía'n; 
""'" , .,,,, "" 
 ,.. , ". , 
;":';11 '-;:'fL,';"=f'ClJII. fL,<Jn; 1; '-;:'J(;;"I; ;- JJ1i 
\'-;:'úa.':'CJI,:')" --;:'(/,,'1';";; O'.J;-(JJ '-;:'Ia;-;uop,,;" 
. " l.)'S:..... pi , "'e) , -, , , 
61 'Jf.JIJUf)
r.1 ()v;"(JJ --;:'I(j:;'W'JU(fI'l, (J. .,a.H.'M/." ;-?J ,'J/'í (j',J ;-r,,; '-;lfJ:-
 :;0' ':-1. TI; :-po; 
ò"ì .\
()"TCi; ,;"a
.;"a 
:;=;{;J;ljfT;". 
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of Dioscorus, they say, .. l--Ic turned his insane rage 
against hin1 to ,,'honl our divine Saviour entrusted the 
care of the vineyard-that is, against your 
\postolic 
I Ioliness; and he attenlpted to inflict a scntcnce of 
cxcomt11unication upon you, \\ hose endeavour it is to 
111ake the body of the Church to be one."270 It ,,'as 
then. as is evident. the conviction of the l.....athers of 
Chalcedon, that the Pope had received frOl11 Christ the 
.charge of the vineyard, or of the \vhole Church. And 
so \VC obtain a clear proof of the ackno,vledgnlcnt by 
the ]
astcrn Church of the snprenlacy of the ROl11an 
Sec. 
VI. 13ut Dr. O,'crbeck, after having described the 
Papacy as h d naïve and unhistoric conception," 271 attacks 
the argun1ent in fa,'our of the suprelnacy dra\\ïl by l\ir. 
..:\llies fron1 the guardianship of the ,?ine. \"hich. accord- 
ing to the Council of Chalcedon, \,'as entrusted to Lco 
by the Saviour. "" \ftcr quoting a passage of 
r. 
.... \l1ies' panlphlct,27:! Dr. Overbeck exclainls, as if in 
great surprise, "The 'Try saIne council, \,-hich issued 
the fatuous Canon xxviii., advocating the H..olnan suprc- 
lnacy ! "273 u \ V onder," says an [talian proverb, .. is the 
-daughter of ignorance." 
j4 J-Iad Dr. O,"erbeck studied 
the Acts of the Synod of Chalcedon. he ,,'ould have 
bI ushed to bctray such surprise. For ,,"hat has the Canon 
xxviii. of Chalccdon to do \,-ith the guardianship of tilC 
l'Ùle! Let us hear ::\lr. Overbeck hinlse1f-" I t is a 
hcrn1eneutical rule," he says. ,. that a controvcrted 


" , 
 
:!;o COlii'. L/tillc.. pt. iii.. c. ii. (Labbe, L c., p. 177 6 ). 'E'n zal za
 
., ...... - ""'" .. '.. \ .., '-., """'., , 
rl.iJ':"(J".) ':'()"J ':'rj; a,'J/;;'Y.();) ':'rjli .:piJ/,aZrjll 
afa ':'0".) 
CIJ':''1JpO; 'Et;;r:"='ipa,'h/h'E'IO',J 
\ ".." Î ' r , 
 -v .. , , ., , 
':'1j!l ,'J..a\llall 
:;=':"=III=, '=lo,'J.=
 or" "1j; fJrj; fJd/fJ'irj':"O;, 7.al a'Y.JUIIClJli'1jtJlali 
za..à ':'O
 ':'ò fJ'iJ,fJ.a ':'
; 'Ez7.i.'1JfJía; 
1I0
V fJ,-;,ouòrJ.fJav'io; i;fJ.Û.
':"rjfJ=. 
:!jl Overbeck: Op. cit., p. I:!]. 
2j2 Allies: Dr. PU.flY alld tilt" .--lIlO"OIt ClllfnJI. p. 68, seq. 
2;3 Overbeck: L c.. p. I :!2. 
:!ï! "L"1 Inara\-iglia delI' if:lloranza è fìgJia." 
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passage of an author is to bc interpreted by other 
plain passages of the saIne. 'V cl1, the Canon xxviii. 
is unlnistakably plain; is an ilnpregnable buhvark 
against Papal encroachIl1ents, and sho\,"s fully the con- 
sciousness of the Fathers that, in opposition to Ronlc, 
they nlust keep on the defensive, or they are sure to 
lose thcir position. F'ronl this feeling, the necessity of 
the canon arose. \Ve kno\v that the Pope and the 
Ronlish Church did not approve of this canon. J3ut 
\\-hat \\'as to be done? :No subsequent æcumenical 
council cancellccl the canon, and it obtains up to this 
day its place in the Canon La,," of the :Eastern Church, 
,,-hether orthodox or Papal. \Yhy has not the Pope 
used his òh'ine po\'"er (if the council kne,,' such a thing) 
to abolish it? 
 0"-, these very sanle Fathers call Pope 
Leo'tlte '('0:1' /,erSÙl/ Cl/trllstäl b)' tlte Sa'i'ioltr ':l.'itlt the 
guardiallship (if thl" 'i'Ù1C.' "
'j.) A superficial acquaintance 
,,"ith the history of the canon in question, "'ill sho\," that 
its true bearing is entirely different from \\,hat it is here 
represented t; be, and \\'C ar
 glad to be led to the 
consideration of this subject, as it furnishes us \vith one 
of thc best argulnents in fa\'our of the Papal supremacy. 
\ Ye, therefore, accept the Canon xxviii. of Chalcedon as 
the exponent of the expression, "guardianship of the 
vine." Dr. O,"crbeck qualifics the canon as unnlistakably 
plain; and certainly its Ineaning- can easily be discovered 
in the Act:") of the Sixteenth Session of the Synod of 
Chalccdon; but a fe\\" prelinlinary renlarks ,,"ill be usc- 
ful, in ordcr to set before our readers a n10re conlplete 
vic\\- of the subject. It is ""ell kno\\"n that, at the tinle 
",hen the scat of the elnpire \\'as first established at 
Constantinople, the episcopal see of that city ,,-as sub- 
Qrdinate to the metropolitan church of Heraclea. The 
patronag-e of the ElllperOrs raised the see to the rank 


2;5 L. c. 
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of an archbishopric; but it renlained subject to the 
Patriarch of Alexandria froln the tin1e of Theodosius l. 
to the First General Council of Constantinople, by ,vhich 
(Canon ii.) it ,vas raised to the rank of a Patriarchal 
see. The greatness of the J3yzantine eI11pire, and the 
privilege.s of its capital, puffed up the Bishops of Con- 
stantinople ,,-ith pride and alllbition. 1'hey could not 
bear to see their ecclesiastical jurisdiction restrained 
\\"ithin the nalTO"
 boundaries of their 0\\'11 diocese; 
luuch less could they endure the precedence of the 
sees of Alexandria and .l\.ntioch, \,rhich a decree of the 
o:
cumenical council placed next in rank after the See 
of Ron1e. Their' ,,"ishes and their efforts \verc, there- 
fore, constantly directed to cxtending the limits of their 
jurisdiction, and to exalting their see to the rank of a 
Patriarchate, second to none but R.on1e. 'Ihey endea- 
voured by e\'cry ll1eans to extend thcir po\ver over the 
sees of Ephesus and Cæsarea, in the Asiatic and Pontic 
dioceses, and to establish Patriarchal jurisdiction over 
the metropolitans of Asia, of 1'hrace, and of Pontus.
7G 
l)oubtless, the J3yzantine Bishop already enjoyed a 
precedence of honour, granted to hin1 on account of 
the majesty of thc ill1perial capital.
ïï lIe had, also, 
exercised his authority in the ordination of son1e n1etro- 
politans, \\'ho, out of deference to the first city of the 
en1pire, had not refused to be subordinate to the Bishoþ 
of Constantinople. But the honorary precedence oyer 
the Patriarchs of 
A.lex
lndria and of Antioch, decreed 
to hin1 in the 'rhird Canon of the Synod of Constanti- 
nople. had not been ackno\yledgcd by the Ron1an 
Pontiff. This ,,'e learn fronl a letter of Boniface 1. 2 ,;3 


2j(j On this Inattcr see Lc Quicl1, who treats the history of the 
Patriarchate at length in his Oriols C.11ristialllfs, t. i., cappo ii.-,., 
pp. 10-3 0 . 
'!.ìí COIlC. Clltlkcd.
 act. i. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 889). 

ì
 Bonifacius 1.: Eþist. XL, nn. ..J, 5 (Coustant.. pp. IO_p--t- 2 ). 
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Hence, Anatolius, the Bishop of Constantinople, at the 
I tilne of the CEcunlenical Synod of Chalcedon, sought 
to obtain its sanction for the Patriarchal prerogatives 
clainlcd by his see over the dioceses of Asia and Pontus, 
and the churches of Thrace; and, also, a confirnlation 
of his honorary precedence over the Patriarchs of 
Alexandrid. and Antioch. No occasion could be more 
favourable to the designs of the Byzantine Bishop; for 
the Patriarch of Alexandria had been condenlned and 
deposed; 
Iaximus, Patriarch of Antioch, had been 
ordained by Anatolius, and "'as, therefore, devoted to 
his interests. l\Ioreover, tht; see of Ephesus '\\
as then 
\'acant, and the other lnetropolitans of Asia, Thrace, 
and Pontus, ,vcre most favourable to him and his vie\vs. 
In fact, the Synod of Chalcedon had already sanctioned 
sonle of the Patriarchal privileges coveted by the see 
, of Constantinople. 2ï9 Hut Anatolius ainled higher. He 
wished to have the Patriarchate fully and canonically 
erected. ,,'ith plenary jurisdiction over Asia, Thrace, 
and Pontus, and precedence granted to it, not only 
o\.cr thc ne\dy cstablished Patriarch of J crusalem,280 
but also over those of Alexandria and Antioch. Such 
'\'as the real purpose of the Canon xxviii. of Chalcedon. 
If '\ve examine the ,vords and the bearing of the canon, 
the nlcaning ,viII appear plain and unmistakable; but 
far fronl bcing "an impregnable buhvark against Papal 
cncroachnlents," it \\'ill, on the contrary, both in its 
\vording and by the circunlstance
 ",.herein it originated, 
afford a strong proof of the divinely established prinlacy 
of thc Apostolic See. 
VII. 1'hc canon in question runs as follo\\'s :-" \Ve, 
follo\ving in all things the decisions of the holy f'athers, 


2;9 COllC. Chalt-i'd., act. X\'., can. h... et xvii. (Labbe, 1. c., 
pp. 1685-88). 
280 Ibùl, act. vii. (Labbe, 1. c., pp. 15 I j- I 9). 
II 
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and ackno\vledging the Canon of the 150 Inost religious 
bishops \,-hich has just been read, do also determine and 
decree the san1e things respecting the privileges of the 
1110st holy City of Constantinople, the ne\v ROl1le. For 
the l
athers properly gave the primacy to the throne of 
the elder Ron1c, because that "-as the ilnperial city, 
..'\.nd the 150 nlost religious bishops, being moved \\'ith 
the sanle intention, gave equal privileges to the nlost 
holy throne of ne\v H..olne, judging \\-ith reason, that 
the city. \\Thich ,,-as honoured \vith the sovereignty and 
senatc. and ,,-hich enjoyed equal privileges ,vith the 
cIder royal ROIne, should also be Il1agnificd like her in 
ècclesiasticaltuatters, being the second after her. And 
(\\"e also decree) that the nletropolitans only of the 
Pontic, Asiatic, and Thracian dioceses, including the 
bishops of the aforesaid dioceses, \\"ho are all10ngst the 
barbarians, shall be ordained by the above-mentioned 
nlost holy throne of the 1110st holy Church of Con- 
stantinople; each lnetropolitan of the aforesaid dioceses 
ordaining the bishops of the province, as had been 
declared by the di\-ine canons; but the l1lctropolitans 
thenlselves of the said dioceses shall, as has been said, 
be ordained by the Bishop of Constantinople. the proper 
elections being nlade according to Cl1stOll1, and reported 
to hinl."281 This is the falnous Canon xxviii. of Chal- 
cedon, to \vhich so lnuch il11portance has been attached. 
It is evidently built on the above-lnentioned Third 
Canon of Constantinople, \\"hich \\"ill help HS to deter- 
Inine its true meaning. The \vords of the latter canon 
are the follo\ving :-" The Bishop of Constantinople 
shall have the privileges of honour (
à ,;;,psrJ/3ûé!., ..
ç 
I/L
;) 
after the Bishop of Ronle, because Constantinople is the 
nc\v Ronle." 282 The Synod of Constantinople does not I 


281 COllC. Chalccd., act. xv. (Labbe, 1. c., pp. 1692-3). 
282 Conc. COJ/stalttiJ/oþ., can. iii. (Labbe, t. ii., p. I 138). 
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hint, even renlotcly, at any extension of the jurisdiction 
of the By hantine Bishop: it regards only privileges of 
honour-,:,à '-;pf(J;3:ìa ,:,7,; ':'I,IJ_r.;. But the Canon of Chal- 
ccdon clnploys exactly the S3Jne \\.ords" It cannot, 
therefore, 11lean anything like jurisdiction, but only a 
precedence of honour, \\'hich \\-as given to the Bishop 
of Constantinople after the Bishop of H..on1e (/u,:,à dJIJ 7'7,; 
I PrlJ/l-n; Èr.:'Íf1zo:-;;'fJlJ). Hence, in the Canon of Chalcedon, as 
\\-ell as in that of Constantinople, there is no question 
\\,hatever concerning the pri lnacy of jurisdiction: this 
belongs to the Pope alone; it treats merely of a pre- 
rogative of honour and precedence, the highest degree 
of \vhich belongs to the Pope as Patriarch of the \Vest, 
and next after \VhOnl ranked the Patriarchs of ..A.lexandria 
and Antioch. According to the Canon of Chalcedon, 
the Bishop of Constantinople, far fronl disputing. the 
I Pope's suprenle jurisdiction over the \vhole Church, did 
not even dispute his pre-en1Ïnencc of honour: he n1erely 
sought to rank bet\\'een the Patriarch of Alexandria and 
the l)ope, and to obtain the precedence. previously 
ackno\yledged, belonging to the fornler. Nor had 
the Fathers of Chalcedon any other intention in this 
canon. The Canons of Nicæa and Constantinople con- 
I cerning the prerogati\'es of the Patriarchal sees, \\.ere 
read after the protest on the part of Leo's legates 
, against the reading. and the 
"'athers having expressed 
their vie\vs on the subject, the judges of the synod 
I proceeded to surn up the decision of the \vhole council 
I in the follo,ving ,\'ords :-" The prilnacy (
à t;;"pfJJ7Eìa) and 
I the chief honour Blust by all 111cans be preserved to 
the ..I. \rchbishop of old ROlne, and the Archbishop of 
I the ilnperial City of Constantinople, ne". Ronlc, should 
enjoy the sanlC privileges of honour. He ought also to 
have the po\vcr to ordain of his o\\-n authority the 
nlctropolitan
 in the Asiatic, Pontic, and Thracian 
dioceses," &c. \Vherellpon all the .bishops cried out 
II 
 · 
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at once that they ratified this decision as in conformity 
,vith their judgn1ents. 283 Fronl this \ve are able to 
sho"p clearly ,,,hat ,\pas the 111ind of the Fathers of 
Chalcedon in frd111ing the Canon xxviii. Far froln 
intending by the act to din1Ïnish the prerogatives of the 
Ronlan Pontiff, they asserted a determination to main- 
tain these prerogatives in full force. They did not by 
thcir decree assign to the Bishop of Constantinople any 
share in the supreUle jurisdiction of the Pope: they 
ackno\vledged that ...à '::PfJJ"EIa., the priuIacy in the Church, 
belonged to the Pope, and to the Pope alone; ,,'hile they 
accurately distinguished fronl this, the pre-en1Ïnence of 
honour (':"
v È;a.íPE"'OV "'ll.J.
v), \\'hich, also, they ackno\vledged 
to belong to the Ronlan Sce. They conferred on the 
Byzantine Bishop no prinlacy of authority, but I1lerely 
the.; prerogative of honour (..ù ,;:p
($,85ìa ;-ñ; <:'1,'.J.ñc;). lIenee, 
in enacting the Canon xxviii., the Fathers of Chalcedon 
had no thought of erecting an inlpregnablc buhvark 
against Papal encroachments, as Dr. Overbeck asserts: 
their only ailn \vas to besto\\r a privilege of honour, at 
the sanle tinle that they confessed the supremacy of 
jurisdiction of the Ronlan Pontiff, received by him, not 
as a grant, but as the divine inheritance of the successor 
of St. Peter.:2b-l In the yery act of issuing the canon, 
they did not regard thcnlselves as competent to legislate 
upon the nIatter ,,'ithout the sanction of the Papal 
authority. They, therefore, addressed a synodical letter 
to St. Leo; and in it entreated him, ,vith every mark of 
vcneration and of subtnission to his authority, that he, 
as their Father, \\'ould be generous to,vards his children, 
and grant thenl the confinnation of that canon, ,\.hich 
expressed the unaninlous ,vish of the Oriental Church.2S
 


283 COIlC. Chalccll, act. XY. (Labbe, t. hr., p. 1756, seq.). 
281 Rclatio .YY?lodica COliC. Chalad. ad Leollc}i! Paþa/H, pt. iii. 
(Labbe,!. c., p. 1774, seq.). 
265 Ibid., p. 1777, seq. 
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\Vith the view' of inclining the Pontiff to give his 
, -consent, the Patriarch Ànatolius hinlself,

G the l
nlperor 
f 
Iarcian,:?87 and the I
mpress Pulcheria,2
 addressed 
1etters and en treaties to Pope Leo in favour of the 
canon. .J:\.n attenti','e perusal of these hlllnble anù sub- 
nlissive requests ,\,ill sufficiently sho,v that Pope Leo, 
I in the judgnlent of all the Oriental Bishops, ,vas the 
successor of St. Peter, the vicar of Christ, the supreme 
ruler of the Universal Church; that it therefore de- 
I pended on hilu to rescind the Canons of Xicæa, to 
I subject the Bishops of Thrace, Pontus, and ,l\.sia, to 
I the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of the imperial city 
of the East, and to raise hinl above the Patriarchs of 
...
lexandria and Antioch. 1'he Fathers of Chalcedon 
kne,v ,veIl that '\Tithout the sanction of the Pope no 
la,\' ,,"ould have Catholic authority in the Church; and 
, they also kne\\r that the ,vill of an absolute superior 
can be inclined by prayer and subnlission alone; they 
therefore had recourse to submission and prayer, plead- 
ing their cause before Pope Leo, \\"hOll1 they o,vned as 
their 0\\'11 superior in the Universal Church. To judge 
then by Canon xxviii., the h guardianship of the vine" 
must be understood in the sense adopted by :\lr. Allies 
and by all Catholics. 
\?III. .. Rut \,Thy," says Dr. Overbeck, h has not the 
Pope used his divine po\ver (if the council kne\\- such a 
thing) to abolish it ?" Ho,v is it, \\-e ask, that Dr. Over- 
beck is ignorant of the facts of the case? Pope Leo un- 
<Iuestionably did act in the very lllanner here suggested. 
The Canon xxviii. ""as not only oppo

d in the synod 



6 Eþistola A Ilaiolii, inter Epist. S. Lconis, ('pi st. ci. (Op., t. i., 
p. IJ:!I). 
2"j Eþistoltl Jlaro'flJ/i, inter Epist. S. Leonis, epist. c., c. iii. (Op., 
L c.. p. II I.
). 
:!:-1' See EþÙt. C\-., S. Lt'oJlis ad Flllchcria1Jl (Op., 1. c., 
p. I 153). 
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by the legates of Leo,23!> but it \vas dircctly and ex- 
plicitly annulled by the POPè. in virtue of his di\'ine 
and Sllprcrne authority in the Church. In proof of \\"hich 
\\"C set before the reader the \"cry ,,'ords of Popc Leo 
in their original languagc: .. Consensiones," he says, 
"Episcoporulll, Sanctorunl Canonunl apud Xicæanl 
rcgulis repugnantcs, unita nobiscuin vestra
 fidei pie- 
tatc in iïritun1 n1Ïttin1us. ct per auctoritatem Heati 
Pctri Apostoli gencrali pror
us definitiollc cassanlus." 
!ì\1 
l'hus did Pope I
eo annul the dccision unanirllously 
conIC to by the Fathers in the Fifteenth Session of Chal- 
cedon, strikc their canon out of the ecclesiastical codè. 
and \yhen so doing. declare that hc actcd by the autho- 
rity of thc Prince of the Apostlc:-;. J-Ie expressed these 
sentÏ1ncnts ,,'ith Apostolic energy in his letters to the 
Synod of Chalcedon?H to thc Patriarch of Antioch,2H
 
to thc 1
lnpcror :\Iarcian.
!)J and to Anatolius, Bishop 
of Constantinople; 
!H hc e\"cn required the latter to 
express in \\Titing his SUblllis.-;ion to the decision of the 
ROlnan Sec,

j and ....\natolius did not delay to fOr\yard 
to Ronlc the docunlcnts requircd.

'(j rrhe l
lnperor 
hinlself could not refrain frol11 prai:.;ing the Apostolic 




;
} COJ/C. Chalrl't'.. act. x\-i. (Labbe. t" iv.. p. 17 -t.8, seq.). 

:I
I S. Leo: l:..pist. CY.. ad P,,!cherÙlIll III/þ., c. iii. (Op.. 1. c.. 
p. I I 57). 
:!
Il S. Leo: J'..pist. cxÏ\-., c. ii. (Op., 1. c., p. 1197, seq.). 


,
 S. Leo: Epist. cxix.. cappo iii.-Y. (Op., 1. c.. p. 12 I-t., seq.). 

93 S. Leo: L:-IJÙt. CÌL, cxxyiii.. cxxxiy., dd J/arciall1flll Jill}., 
(Op".1. c., pp. J J-!-3, 12-1-9, 1274). 

!.i-l S. Leo: lijJist. xi"., ad ,A nato/Ùlm (Op., 1. c., p. 1157, seq.). 

!I:-. S. Leo: lijJist. cxxyii., ad ],,/iallll/ll l:jJ/sc., C. iii. (1. c., 
p" 1 
-t9); 
pzSt. cxxyiii., ad JJarc Jlllþ. (1. C.. p. J 250); EþÙt. 
cxxxi c, ad CII l/t!cllZ, c. i. (1. c., p. I::q j). 
:!:Iti l:þist. ...1 nato/ii Aþisc. ad Lcont'l/l Paþam, inter Epist. S. 
Leonis, epist. cxxxii. \ Op., 1. c., p. 1261). S. Leo: .l:pist. cxxx\"., 
ad 
lllat. (1. c., p. 1277, seq.); I"pisl. c'Xxxyi., ad J[tlr
'. Imþ. (1. c., 
p. 1280). 
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firmness of the Pontiff in refusing ..l suit \"hich had 
the support of the itnpcrial influence. 2f1ì \Yhat, then. 
became of the canon? . I t needed no other general 
council to annul it, and it nc\.cr obtained a place in 
the Canon I"a,," 
ithcr of the \ \T est or of the East. 
'fheodoret did not insert it in his S)/Ilagog/, nor do 
'fheodorus Lector, nor J oannes Scholastic us Inention 
it in their Collections. Dionysius Exiguus, and the 
other l..atin collectors of canons, though deriving the 
Canons of Chalcedon fronl Greek sources, go no further 
than Canon xxvii. Nay lllorc, in the ancient Greek 

lSS. of the council, the canon is not found ;
Dg frOl11 
aU \vhich ,,-e Inay see hO\\T Inuch credit is due to the 
bold assertion...; \,-hich hayc bel:n put forward upon the 
subject. So far did the canon lose all force of la\\" 
,,"hen rejectcd and annulled by Leo 1., that during the 
controversy of .l\.cacius, that anlbitious prelate did not 
òare to appeal to it in defence of his unla\\Tful ust1rpa- 
tions"
'9 '[he pseudo-synod in Trullo (A.n. 691), as- 
senlblec1 by the authority of the Patriarch Callinicus, 
strove, in the Canon xxxvi., to revive the decree of 
Chalcedon.:
oo But the Trullan Canons ""ere never 
recognised by the Universal Church, and that pseudo- 
synod, stained ,,-ith 1Ionothelisnl, \\"as reprobated in 
c"cry part of the Catholic \vorld.:
01 If, in after tin1es. 
I the Bishops of Constantinople, puffed up ,,"ith pride and 
ambition, carried their pretensions to greater lengths, 
and extendcd their influence and jurisdiction ovcr the 



!)1 l!..lJ/st, Jlareialli /Jllþ. ad LCùl/clIl Paþll}}l, intcr Epist. S. 
Leonis, epist. C>... (1. C., p. 1183). 
:!9
 _Jullol" lid Call. xxviii. COlle. Chakcd. (Labbc, t. i\"., p. 1691). 
2!)!} :\larchctti: Dt'l C01lt,:i/io di Sartlicll, pt. iii., n. 73, p. 31 I, 
scq. R Oln a:. 1789. 
3ilO Callou('.\' Ec..-cksÙ,.. CIt1ll Com1Jl. Th. Balsamo1/Í.f, S) n. vi. in 
Trullo. p. 401. Lut., Par., 1620. 

;In Labbe, t. viii.. p. 37, scq. 
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tnetropolitans and bishop
 of the provinces borderin
 
upon their diocese, it "
as by a usurpation \vhich derived 
both shelter and support froll1 tl
e authority of many of the 
Byzantine Enlperors, \\"ho ,vere the sources of so nIuch 
trouble in the Church of Christ.:
o2 Rut the Canon of 
Chalcedon, faithfully as it expressed the anlbitious spirit 
of the clergy of Constantinople,:
m ,,,as never enforced as a 
la,v before the tinle of the schismatic Photius. \Ve must 
not then ,vonder that it is found in the collections of 
Balsamon and Zonaras, t\\'o adherents of the schisrn,304 
or '
That it obtains up to this day," as Dr. Overbeck 
tells tiS, '
its place in the Canon La"" of the Eastern 
Church." I t is true, as the saIne "Titer adds, that it 
is inserted in the Canon La". not only of the Eastern 
Conlmunion, but also of the Papal Church. It certainly 
"
as not so inserted before the year I 2 I 5, at \vhich date 
the City of Constantinople, being occupied by the 
f'ranks and a Latin Patriarch placed in that see, the 
Fourth Council of Lateran, sanctioned in its Fifth Canon 
the honorary precedence of that Patriarch over those 
of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem. 305 Up to that 
time the Popes had firnlly ".ithstood the Canon xxviii. 
of Chalcedon, partly because, ,vithout any sufficient 


:W
 Codex Justin: 1. i., tit. ii., IJc Sacr. Eccksiis, n. xvi. (In 
Corpore Juris Ci,"., t. ii.. pp. 19, 20. Edit. H ernnanni. Lipsiæ. 
1865); :K 0'.. c:xxxi., De Eccf. Call. ct }:J r Ï7li/., c. ii. (Op. cit., t. iii., 
p. 593). .. 
303 See Apist. _llla/ofii ad LCOlll'lli P., inter Epist. S. Leonis, 
cpist. cxxxiii., c. iv. (1. c., p. 1263). 
304 Theod. Balsamon, and other schisluatics, went so far as to 
take the particle I.LEr:-à (after) of the canon to 111ean inferiority of 
tin1C, not of honour due to the Patriarch of Constantinople after 
the Pope. The error here C0l111nitted was so patent as to provoke 
a censure fronl Zonaras himself.--See Allatius, Ih' Eecl. Oricnt. d 
Occidcnt. þerþctua COllse/lsioJll', 1. i., c. xvii., 11. 5, p. 253, seq. 
Coloniæ, 1648. 
305 COile. Lat. Ï\.., can. ,e. (Labbe, t. )"iii., p. 938). 
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reason, it infringed the decrees of NIcæa, but princi- 
pally because they \'"ell kne,v the unbridled alnbition 
of the Byzantine Patriarch and clergy, a
d the fatal 
results \\-hich could not fail to be the consequence of 
their conduct. Their fears ,,-ere justified by the incessant 
tncroachments and in1pudent usurpations of the see 
of Constantinople, \vhich continued ,\'ithout intermission 
until the time of the entire separation of that see frOlTI 
the centre of unity. The anlbition of the Patriarch 
passed all bounds; he forced into subjection bishops 
and metropolitans who had been declared independent 
by æcun1enical councils;. he don1ineered over the 
Oriental Patriarchs, and usurped the vainglorious title 
of ceculnenical. One prerogative alone remained unas- 
sailed, and that \vas the supremacy of the Roman 
Pontiff. Despite the
e usurpations, as \\ye shall see 
more clearly in the next section, the Byzantine Church 
ever ackno\vledged the Papal supremacy-not merely 
by the use of expressions of devotion and affection. 
as Dr. Overbeck and Protestants ,,"ould have men 
believe, but by evident lnarks of a dutiful submission. 
This church dared not arrogate to itself a divine 
authority built on the rock of Peter; disdaining, at 
length, to be held back in its an1bitious course by 
any bonds of piety, ho\\-ever sacred, it refused to render 
obedience to the Apostolic See, but it had no thought 
of transferring to Constantinople the universal authority 
\vhich, by Christ's appointment, ,vas exercised at R0I11c. 
The schism of Photius and ::\Iichael Cerularius, though 
the fruit of an exorbitant alnbition, succeeded, never- 
theless, in carrying along ,vith it the \\,hole Oriental 
Church; for the prelates of the East, bishops, metro- 
politans, and Patriarchs, had long been sla '"es, bound 
in the fetters of the grasping Byzantine see. But God 
cast do,,"n this idol of pride and an1bition, and the 
church ,,"hich claio1cd to be independent of the successor 
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of St. Peter \\'a
 delivered up to the despotisnl of the 
Sultan.. \Ve conl11lend this page of history to the 
careful study of all ,,-ho ,\'ish to understand the true 
purport, and to appreciate the real consequences, of the 
1
astern schisnI. 
IX. Before leaving- this question, ,,'e 11l
Y notice 
an arguIHent adduced by Dr. Pusey. In the list of 
alleged Papal contradictions ,,'hich he brings fOr\\'ard 
as inextricable difficulties to Catholics,:>O\) he confronts 
together t\'\ 0 passages taken fronl epistles of Leo 1. 
and Adrian I1. on the Canon xxviii. of Chalcedon. 
" The first:' says the author. ".rejects the 'r,yenty-eighth 
Canon, yd1Ïch placed Constantinople in the second rank 
tu l{onIe, as being opposed to the rules of the sacred 
canons established at :\icæ
. On the contrary. Pope 
.4 \drian says.307 'lie (the Patriarch of Constantinople) 
never could hayc ranked second. sa\-e for the authority 
of our holy Catholic and Apostolic Chùrch, as is plain 
to all: ,vhich rank Constantinople took and held on 
the authority of the canon fronl the titHe of the council 
itself." 308 Upon this "'e nlake the follo,\"ing rctllarks: 
}ïrst, Dr. Pusey ,ve think does not translate Adrian's 
\\-ords \\'ith exactness, as \\,ill appear fron1 the original, 
given belo,v in the note. Again, Pope Adrian, \\Titing 
to Constantine the l
mpcror of the East, expresses his 
surprise that in the InIperial Acts the Patriarch Tarasius 
\,'as termed .. universal;" and he further asks, as his 
natne is ,vith difficulty ranked second, through the 
authority of the Apostolic See, ho\\' i
 it that he is 
called universal, by \\'hich tcnn he ,,"ould be raised 


30G EirellicùJI. p. 3 18 . 
:}o, Adrian's words are as follu\\-s: "In secunda ûnline, si non 
per nostræ sanctæ Catholicæ et Apostolicæ Ecclesiæ auctoritatelll 
(sicut in Olnnibus patet) nunqu
lln yaluit nOll1en habere."----Ill COliC. 
:\T/C. ii., act. ii. (Labbe. t. yiii.. p. ï6..J.). 
309 EircJlicoll, p. 3 I 5. 
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above the H..olnan See it
elf? 'To kno\,' what is nleant 
by the Byzantine Patriarch's nanlC being ranked second, 
through the authority of the .i \postolic See, \ve Inust 
read the proceedings of the first 
ession of th
 Synod 
of Chalceùoll, and the beginninri of the T\,'cnty-fifth 
Epistle in thc first book of St. Gregory's lctters. In the 
session al1uJed to, ... \natolius took the first place after the 
legates of the T)ope, as appears from thc list of the 
bishops as:;eillbled in the council. The })apal legates, 
far frol11 objecting to this, themselves declared that 
it \\-as according to the rules of the Church; nay, they 
censured Dioscorus for having reduced l-i"'lavian to the 
fifth placc in the IJatrociniunl of :Ephesus. .. \Ye," said 
Paschasinus, one of the legates of Pope Leo, .. according 
to the ,,-ill of Goù, rankcd first Bishop _ \natolius, and 
they of l
phesus plac
d Rl
sscd Fla vian the fifth." 
'Thcn Diogenes, Bishop of Cyzicl1s, rClnarked: h That 
is because you kno\,' the rules of the Church," 
O!) K 0\\' 
the legates \\"ho in the first session follo,,'ed the canons, 
of the Church in ranking Anatolius first after thenlseh T es 
as the Pope's representatives, in the sixteenth session 
opposed the rr\ycntr-eighth Canon, protested against 
it, and declared it contrary to the established la\\'. 
But in acting thus thcy no ,yay contradicted then1selvès, 
nor did Pope Leo Cclst the least censure upon thcir 
conduct. ..L\gain, Pope Gregory gave no sanction ,vhat- 
ever to the T,venty-eighth Canon of Chalcedoll, although 
in addressing the abo\yc-quoted epistle to the three 
Patriarchs of Constantinople, of Alexandria, and of 
Antioch, he assigns the first placL to the Byzantint: 
Patriarch.: ao Froin this ,ye gather that there is no con- 
tradiction \\-hatever bct\\'een rejecting the T,,'cnty-eighth 
Canon of Chalccdon, and asserting that through the 



lt9 Lime. Chakäl, act. i. (Labbe, t. h o ., p. 889). 

1O Op.. t. c., p. 5 0 7. 
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. authority of the Apostolic See, the first rank after 
Rome had been conferred upon the Patriarch of Con- 
stantinople. Long before the Council of Chalcedon, 
and as far back as the tinlc of Theodosius 1., the 
ROlnan See had consented that the Bishop of Constan- 
tinople. on account of the nlajesty of the imperial 
. capital, of the special protection received by hinl from 
the Enlperors. and of his influence over the ,,,hole 
Eastern Church. should be named as second in dignity 
in all official acts. and that in the great assemblies of 
bishops he should hold the next place to the Pope, 0]- 
the Papal legates. Rut a broad distinction \\
as ahvays 
nlade bebveen that kind of honour granted freely to 
the Byzantine Bishops, and the prerogatives ,vhich the 
Council of Chalcedon ,,
ould have given to that prelate. 
The fonner honour could have no influence upon the 
,canonical arrangements of bishops and Patriarchs in 
the Eastern Church. Rut the Canon of Chalcedon, in 
the hands of an anlbitious prelate, surrounded by a yet 
nlore ambitious clergy, \vould have given a master to 
all the bishops and Patriarchs of the I
ast, and disturbed 
the ecclesiastical economy of the \\'hole Church. The 
letters, therefore. of Leo and Adrian are in perfect 
accord; no trace can be found of ,vant of harmony 
beh\"een thenl. In the same ,vay the rest of the imagi- 
nary Papal contradictions, \vhereof so long a list has 
been brought together, vanish on examination, as \ve 
have already seen in part, and shall further see in the 
course of the present and a future YOIUnle. Finally, 
the parenthetic expression found at the end of the 
abo\pe-quoted extract, is historically incorrect, for Con- 
stantinople enjoyed the rank mentioned as belonging 
to it in Adrian's letter, before the time of the Council 
-of Chalcedon, and not in pursuancc of the T,venty- 
eighth Canon. 
As \ve have said, and as ,ve shall see agaIn in the 
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ncxt section, thc l
rzantine Bishops o\\"cd the rank 
which thcy held-in opposition to the Apostolic See-to.. 
illcgal grants of nlonarchs of the Lo\\ cr }:mpirc, and 
to usurpations of their 0\\"11. 


SEe T ION \T . 


THE S
\
IE TNQUIRY CO)iTIXUEl> lJO'YK TO THF 
SEP_\RATIOX OF THE GREEK FRO)T TIlE LATIK 
CHURCH-COX'-ERSIO
 OF RUSSIA. 


I. The history of the Eastern Church affords proofs so 
nUlnerous in favour of the divine supremacy of the 
Pope, that to give each one in detail ,,"ould be to ,vrite 
the ,,-hole history afresh. A sunlnlary statelnent of a 
fc,,," of then1 is all that ,,-e are able to give in the present 
section. Pope Simplicius (468-483), \vho, after no long 
interval, succeeded to the Chair of St. Leo, exerted the 
full extent of his supreme po" er against the usurpations 
of the heretics ,,"ho "'ere at that tinle disturbing the 
Churches of Alexandria and Antioch. His letters, 
addressed to the Emperors Basiliscus and Zeno, to the 
J}atriarch Acacius, and to the clergy of Constanti- 
nople,:ul clearly exhibit hinl as convinced of his supreme 
authority. Thus, he describes hinlself as speaking "rith 
the voice of the Apostle Peter. 312 He declares that to 
Jll S S " I ." } 'I. "" .. (L bb 6 ) 
. .. Inlp IClUS: "'FI..rt. IV.-\"1I. a e, t. '-., pp. 9 , 99, 101 . 
312 "Quo magis B. Petri Apostoli ,"oce qualiscU1nquc sedis ejus 
minister obtestor."-E'þisl. i\"., cit. (I. c., p. 99). 
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tcach the true doctrine laid do,,"n by the Apostles 
belongs to him as snpren1e pastor of the ,yholc Church, 
to ,,"hOnl all the flock is conl1nitted, and ,\'ho holds the 
inheritance of thc pro111iscs of Christ. 3 I:> In accordance 
,,-ith this principle. he adopts a tone of supreme autho- 
rity, and cnforces on the El11perors thenlsclves the 
observance of their duty.314 In spite of this language 
and conduct of the Pope, no protest, no objection of 
any kind ,vas raised against his interference in the 
affairs of the Oriental Church. On the contrary, the 
tyrannical determination of the l
mpcror Basiliscus suc- 
cumbed to the energetic efforts of St. Sin1plicius ;:nã 
the Emperor Zeno yielded to the advice of the same 
Pontiff,31G and in compliance ,vith it begged of him 
a dispensation fronl a certain disciplinary Canon of 

icæa, regarding the election and consecration of the 
Patriarch of Antioch. 3Iï Finally, Acacius hin1self, in 
solemn forn1, ackno\vledged that the Pope ,,'as entrusted 
"Tith the care of all the Churchcs. 3J8 
II. It is foreign to our present purpose to give a 
detailed account of the Acacian controversy under Pope 
}'elix 111., the successor of Sin1plicius (483-492), 
though it \vould furnish irresistible evidence of the 



13 L. c., pp. 97-99. 
314 T b ' .J E 'I." - T' . . (1 ) 
11 la., Fl.r/., "-\ lll. . c., pp. 99-10..f. . 
315 ,. Basiliscus tyrannus et hæreticlls scriptis Apostolicæ Scdis 
\ chcmcnter infractus est et a pluriInis rcvocatus c)o"cessibus."-lJt 
l
pÙI. xiii. S. Gclasii IJdþæ (Labbe, t. ,"., p. 332). 
:UG Eyagrius: H
"st., 1. iii., c. ,"iii. Edit. Valesii, p. 309. Codex 
j ustin: 1. i.. tit. ii., leg. x\"i., pt. ii., p. 19. Edit. Hernnalllli, 
Lip5iæ, 1865. Bre,IÙïtlltS Hisl. }:..
ccl., apud Labbe, t. v., 
p. 144; ct Eþisl. x. S. SÙnþlio"i, ad Zl'IlOJ1Clll (Labbe, 1. c., 
p. 106). 
::1j See EþÙt. xiv., XV., S. SiInplicii (Labbe, 1. c., pp. 110-1 I). 

18 Eþist. A cacii ad SÙllþl. PaþalJl (Labbe, 1. c., p. 104). "Solli- 
citudinem Olnnium Ecclesiarul11 secnndml1 ApostoIun1 circumfcr- 
l:ntes nos it1desinenter hortamini," &c. 
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divincly-institutcd suprclnacy of thc Popes. \ Ve see 
throughout the controversy bet\ycen Pope Fclix III. on 
the one side, and the Elnperor Zeno and the Patriarch 
Acacius on 
he other, that neither the ]
nlperor nor 
the Patriarch mak:es the least protest against thc ex- 
tensive pow"er clain1ed by the Pope over the Patriarch 
of Constantinople" No doubt of his jurisdiction over 
the Oriental Church is intin1ated by then1 ; they never 
arrogate to thetl1selves ,yhat \\T have seen clainled 
on bchalf of the Anglican C0t11nlUnion,3H' .. that they 
had a right to regulate the affairs of their 0\\ì1 church 
by and for thcn1selves, independently of the Bishop of 
Rome." Although Felix III., as becanlC the true vicar 
of the love of Christ, in the earlier stages of the con- 
trovcrsy. used \vith thcm thc language of a tender father 
anxious for the salvation of his children,3
o he did not 
forget that he had received fron1 God the office of 
their superior in spiritual l11atters, and of judge of their 
usurpations. :\Ieasures of kindness and conciliation 
,vere at length exhausted, and ,dlen the Church of 
Alexandria had been brought to the vergc of utter 
ruin through the protection afforded by .Acacius to the 
heretical usurper of that see, Pope Felix deenled that 
the time had conle for hin1 to perfornl the duty of a 
supren1C judgc. Thereupon he Slln11ìlOned the Patriarch 
of Constantinople to present hitl1self before the Apos- 
tolic See to give an account of his conduct, and to 
receive his sentence,3:n At the san1e tinle, under sanc- 
tion of the divine vengeance, he comlnanded the 
l
mperor Zeno to put an end to the c\'ils of the Church 
of Alexandria, and to oblige Acacius to subnlit obedi- 


319 Pusey: ViJldÙ:atiOlt of tlte TltirtY-llÙ1C 61rtick.r. p. 139. 
320 St. Felix J I I.: JijJi.ft. i., ii. (Labbe. t. '".. pp. I.ß, 
14 8 ). 
321 Libellus eitatiouls ad 61cclci/tJll (Labbe, 1. c.. p. 
I7). 
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ently to the sunUl10ns of the ROIl1an See. 322 Neither 
the Emperor nor the Patriarch raised any protest 
against the jurisdiction exercised by the Pope over the 
1atter. Acacius, it is true, did not obey the orders of 
the Pope, \\Tho on this account, and in virtue of his 
supreme po\ver, pronounced against the rebel a solenl11 
sentence of exconlnlunication, and deposition from all 
ecclesiastical pre-eminence. "Ackno\vledge," says the 
Pontiff in his letter, u ackno\vledge that you have been 
separated fronl the Catholic COnlI11Unioll, and froIn the 
nunlber of the faithful, that the name and the office of 
the priesthoud has b
en taken a".ay from you; that 
you are condeInned by the judgnlcnt of the Holy 
Ghost, and by the authority of the Apostolic See; 
that you shall neyer be freed fronl the bonds of the 
anathema.-I, Ca
cilius Felix, Bishop of the holy 
Catholic Church of Ronle, have signed this sentence."3t3 
..A..t the saIne tinle he forbade the clergy and people of 
Constantinoplc to conlmunicate \vith the deposed Patri- 
arch,32-1 and threatened \vith excomIllunication all \vho 
should attempt to act against his orders. 325 These-facts 
iluply nothing short of a divine supreme authority 
exercised in its fulness by the Pope, and as fully ac- 
kno\\-leùged by the Oriental Church. 


32t Libelllls rèlicis III. ad ZèJlOJ/è/Jl Imþ. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 218). 
" Di\-ino judicio suggerinlus. . . ut idenl frater et coepiscopu:> 
1neus Acacius. . . ad hæc quæ de se pervidet intÎ1nari apud 
Beatissimmn Petnun Apostolunl diluere obedienter pro curet, nee 
ullo nlodo existimct differendum." 
323 St. Felix I I I.: Epist. vi., ad AcacÙuIl (Labbe, 1. c., p. 169). 
Brc1/iculllS His!. Eutych. SClt dc llOlJlÙlC .dcacii (Labbe, 1. c., p. 177). 
Liberatus: lJre'l/. .flis/., c. xviii. (Gallandi, Bibl., t. xii., p. ISO). 
Theophanes: CIlroJl. ad A.D. 480, yol. i. Edit. Bonnæ, p. 205, &c. 
32:1 St. Felix III. : Eþist. X., ad Clc1ïtlll ct Plcbc11l COJlstalllÏnoþ. 
(Labbe, 1. c., p. 178, seq.). 
325 EdictlO/l S. Felicis III. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 177). 
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I I 1. \ Ve 111ust be brief, and ""C therefore pass over 
the glorious Pontificates of Gelasius (492-496) and 
Anastasius I I. (496-498); but \\"e cannot on1Ït those 
of Syo1machus (498-514), and IIormisdas (514-523)J 
under \\'hOn1 the \\Ohole Oricntal Church sent to the 
Roman Pontiff a clear and solemn declaration in ac- 
kno\vledgnlcnt of the divine suprenlacy of the Pope. 32 r. 
Synlmachus, faithful to thc duties of his Ininistry, failed 
not to notice the trials cndured by the Oriental Church 
under the tyrannical yoke of the Emperor .r-'\nastasius. 
He left no n1cans untried in his attempt to bring it 
back to the paths of order and grace. Anastasius 
ren1ained obdurate in his ilnpiety, but thc \vhole episco- 
pate and the lo\\yer clergy of the East rendered the 
Illost SOlenlll homage to the Catholic cause and to the 
suprenle authority of the Rotllan Pontiff. They ad- 
dressed a lcttcr to him openly confessing that Christ 
J -limself had entrusted to his Holiness the Chair of St. 
Petcr ;3
7 that he (Symtnachus) had been taught by 
the Prince of the Apostles to feed the shcep committed 
to his care throughout the habitable \\yorld; 328 that to 
him \\'as thc po\\"cr given. not of binding only, but also 
of 100sing,32!) 'They declared that next to God they 
looked to hiln, in order to receive from him light and 
direction ;330 they besought him, therefore, to enlighten 


32G The title of that letter is, Ecclcsitl" OrÏältalis ad .SY/J111l11chl/1"Il 
EþiscoþuJJl ROIJUlJllllJl (Labbe, t. Y., pp. 433-38). 
3:!ì ,. Sicut docuit gloriosonnn Apost010rum Princeps, cujus 
cathedraUl beatitudini tl1æ credidit Christus 0ptimus Pastor," &c. 
(1. c", p. ..1-34). 
::2
 "N on cniln ignoras ejl1s ingeniUln qui quotidie a sacro 
doctore tuo Petro doceris ovcs Christi per totum habitabilem 
mundum creditas tibi pascerc non vi, sed sponte coactas" (1. c.). 
3:!9 .. 
 on in ligando tantl1ID potestas est tibi tradita sed in 
solvendo quoque diu vinctos ad imitationenl Inagistri " (1. c.). 
330 "Omnes post DeUln tuæ lmnen visitationis et assl1mptionis 
I oppcriml1r:' (1. c.
 p. 43 6 ). 
I 
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thenl \\.ith the light of faith, \\Tith the light of his 
spiritual ".isdorn; 331 and in order to Inove his paternal 
heart, they laid open to hinl the fatal \vounds of the 
Oriental Church, that being hinlself a good physician, and 
as vicar of the Divine Physician. he nlight heal them. 332 
Nor did the 168 clerics and archilnandrites, in the 
Rclation addressed by thenl to Hornlisdas, nlanifest any 
discrepancy of doctrine froln that of the above letter. 
In express terms they recognisc IIormisdas as the most 
holy and blessed Patriarch of the \vhole ,,'orId, \vho 
holds the See of St. Peter, the Prince of the Apostles. 333 
They apply to him as the prince of pastors, the doctor 
and physician of souls, the head of al1. 334 On this account 
they lay before him the evils and sufferings of the 
Eastern Church, and denounce the \volves \\.ho \\-ere 
ravaging it, in order that by the po\yer of his o\\"n 
authority he nlight expel thenl fronl the nlidst of the 
sheep. 335 \Ve cannot then \vonder that the \vhole of 
the East subnlitted to the hard conditions imposed 
by I Ionnisdas as the ternlS of the long-desired re- 
conciliation; 336 nor that all the bishops of that 


331 "Illuminate Orientenl rectæ fidei Imninc" (1. c.). " IHumi.. 
nate nos spiritualis scientiæ vestræ lun1ine" (1. c., p. 437). 
332 "Quia non est ulcus, aut macula, aut plaga tumens, sed totum 
ulcus cst a pedibus usquc ad caput. . . vos jam boni medici ct 
illius veri 1nedici, vel bonorum discipulorum ejus certissimi planta- 
tores festinate ad curam," &c. (I. c., p. 436). 
333 Rclatio ArchÙllalldritarUJJl, 
c., ad HorJ/lisda/ll Paþam 
(Labbe, 1. c., p. 598). h Sanctissinlo et Beatissinlo universi orbis 
terræ Patriarchæ 110nnisdæ continenti Sedcm Principis Aposto- 
lorum Petri." 
:134 "Christus Dcus nostcr principcIn pastOrtll11 et doctorcln ct 
medicum animarum constituit vos," &c. (I. c., p. 598). 
335 "Ut auctoritatis baculo cas (lupos) c'\:pdlat de Inedio 
ovium," &c. (I. c.). 
336 Sec the Libel/lis {J,/ tilt.' Lt'gcl"'S of ll.c Pope.\' (r\pud Labbe, 
1. c., p. 61
, seq.). 
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church,=
37 \\-ith their l)atriarchs and thcir Elnperor, signed 
the fonnula of union anlidst shouts and tears of universal 
joy.338 In that solemn exposition of faith they profess 
to believc the divine supremacy of the H.onlan Pontiff: 
whose faith is the faith of Petcr, as to Petcr belongs 
the chair of doctrine on \vhich he sits. 339 They therefore 
promise to follo\v the Apostolic See in all things, and 
to teach \vhatever it defines. for in it is the solid 
foundation of the Christian religion"340 lIenee they 
conclude that those \vho are not \vith the Catholic 
Church-that is, \\"ho do not agree in all things \\'ith 
the Apostolic See-should not be naIned in the sacred 
n1)!steries. 341 This precious docun1ent of the faith of 
the East, signed by all the Patriarchs, and accepted, 
of course, by the "'hole \Vestern Church, has a \veight 
of authority not less than that of a definition of faith 
pronounced by an cecumenical council. N 0\\', according 
to the principles of the High Church school in :Englanù, 


33; Rusticus-who wrote under Justinian, the successor ut 
Justin-says that th(' fonnulary of Hornlisdas was signed by 2,500 
priests (saccrdo!t:s, bishops) of the Eastern Church.-Disþutat/o 
':OJltra ACt'þha/os (Gallandi, Bib1., t. xii.. p. 75). 
338 SU<-!t'..f{cstio ii. l't iii. Ltg. H(}rmisda' (Labbe, L c., pp. 6:W-2 I'. 
.\i/l.f(f{cs!io GcrmaJli (1. c., p. 625). 
3J9 "Non potest D. N. J. C. prætermitti sententia dicentis: 
'Tu es Petrus, et super hanc petram ædificabo Ecclesialll lllean1.' 
Hæc quæ dicta sunt rermll probantur effcctibus: quia in Seclc 
6\postolica in,.iolabilis selnpcr Catholica custoclitur rdigio."- 
Exonþlulll /ibcl/i Joall1lis Eþisf..,-. c....oJlstaJlt. ad Horlllisdalll Pllþal/l 
(Labbe, L c., p. 622). 
340 "Qualllobrem, sicut prædixilllUS, sequcntes in Olnnibus 
Sedem Apostolicam et prædicamus on1nia quæ ab ipsa decreta 
sllnt. . . in qua cst integra Christiana
 religionis et perfecta 
soliditas" (1. c.). 
3U .. Promittcntes in sequcnti tenlporc sequestratos a C01ll- 
munione Ecclesiæ Catholicæ, idest in olnnibus non consenticntes 
I 
edi A postolicæ. corum nomina inter sacra non rccitanda mystcria" 
: \1. c.). 
: 1 2 
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\vhen the three branches of the Church-that is, the 
R.onlan, the Greek, and the Anglican-agree in a 
dognlatic definition of any doctrine, this doctrine nlust 
be regarded as a 111atter of faith. They \\.ould find 
it difficult to prove that in the time of ])opc Hortnisdas 
there \"as the least disagrcelncnt in any of the so-called 
branches of the Church \"ith regard to the divine 
suprCtl1acy of the }{oman Bishop. 
I\T. Hut thc signature of this solenln act under 
I Ionnisdas failed to put an end to the troubles of the 
Oriental Church. As soon as the patronage of the 
En1press '[heodora had seatcd .L\nthinuls in the Patri- 
archal chair of Constantinople, he cast off all disguise, 
and sho\n.xl himself an open l
utychian. l'he Church 
of Constantinople ".as again in distress, again nceded 
assistance to rid itself of the heretical Patriarch. \Vhithcr 
thcn did it turn its eyes; to \d10111 did it look for aid in 
its troublcs? It turned to l{on1c, to Pope Agapitus. 
U p\yards of ninety archinlandrites of Constantinople 
poured forth their supplication to the ROlnan Pontiff 
in a lettcr addressed, "1'0 the 1110st holy and blessed 
Agapitus, Archbishop of ancient }{olne and universal 
Patriarch:'34
 The bishops and clcrgy of the provincc 
also \\TotC, " To our lord, the 11105t holy 14'ather of 
Fathcrs. ..l\gapitus, Archbishop of H..Olne.' J 34:; Both the 
archilnandritcs and the bishops urged the Pontiff to 
condelnn and depose the Patriarch Anthilnus. Agapitus. 
therefore, being at the tilne in Constantinople, in virtue 
of his suprcn1e po\\.cr divinely besto\\'cd. stripped the 
hcretic Anthinltls of all the prerogatives of thc priest- 
hood, and appointcd the orthodox l\Icnnas as his suc- 



-i2 I ibcl/l/s .Jl1oJ/dCltOi"IIIIl AgaþittJ Paþæ oblaills. in Aetis 
Cone. Constan., act. i. (Labbe, pp. 983-1(00). 
343 Libtllus EþisaJþorllJ1l OriollalÍlll1l oblatlfs .1Xaþito, 1. c. 
(Labbe, t. \'.
 pp. 1000-1010). 
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'Cessor. Thcophanes docs not hesitate to record the 
fact in these tenns ;314 and the Council of Constantinopl<.; 
itself, held under the nc\\" Patriarch, bears convincing 
tcstinlony to it.: H ;. No\\", \\-ho does not see in the conduct 
of .L \gapitus that of a superior divinely appointed to 
redress the ""rongs of Christ's Church, to \dl0nl bishops 
and Patriarchs \\"cre bound to sUbluit? For, renlark, 'vc 
have the authority of the General Council itself, as- 
senlblecl under l'vlennas. \Ve read in the Acts of th<.; 
Council, that j\nthinlu
, in orùer to avoid the sentence 
of cl
position, sent to the }:Inperor a dutiful profession 
of faith, pron1ising, .. That he \\Tould do ,vhatever the 
Pontiff of the great l\postolic See should decree;" and 
he \vrote to all the ho1\. Patriarchs, "That he ,,"ould 
'" 
in all things follo\v the ..c\postolic See " 34ß_ su bIl1ission 
to the Ron1an See being treated as an unequivocal Inark 
of orthodoxy. Tvloreo\"er, 1Icnnas hinlself deliyered. 
before the assenlbled synod, the subjoined profession of 
faith: H \Ve fo11o,," and obey the Apostolic See, holding 
conlmunion ,vith those \dl0 con1nHu1Ïcate \\Tith it, and 
condenlning others, \';hon1 it condenlns,,,:;,tj The pro- 
fcsssion of faith presented to Pope Agapitus by the 
Enlperor Justinian \\'as conceivcd in the sanH
 tern1S: 
h Follo\\"ing in all things the Apostolic See, \\"e set forth 
,,"hat has been ordained by it, and \\"C profess that these 
things shall be kept \\.ithout fail, and \Ye \\.ill order 


3H Theophancs: ClrrollograþllÍtl ad \.D. 529, Y01. i. Edit. 
Bonnæ, p. 337. Agapitus himself speaks of it in his letter 
addressed to the Patriarch of .Antioch (J .abbe, t. Y., pp. 1010 
-1012). 
34:; SOIIt'lltia .')YJ/odi coutra .-lJ/lhihlltlJl (Labbe, t. "., p. I05:!). 
Stlltoltia JIOlll(], cOlltra t-'U nt/oil (1. c., po 1056). 
3-16 SOltoltia o\Yllodi COlltra ,AJ/thimu/Il (Labbe, I. co). 
:It. Selltl..'JltÎtz J/cllllli: contra Al.'lhiJJl/tlll (I. Co, p. 1057). 
f1-:ì; 
, .... , \ -.... C\, ,.... - Q - I ", 
yup . . . ':"'-fJ 
 ';:Ofr':"OI.IX'fJ .lfúli'fJ =:;'UX(J/.Oi).Jo"J,'UY ':"é, r.al t;';Sllfo.fJ.:lta, 
" ,.,..., ", \' 41'" 
 
XUI ':"o
; XOIV
J
/XO"J; a "J ':'0 "J, r.OIY
',//Y.otJ; 'é%o/u-r, 7..rJ./ ':'o
; i)-;: (/.i)':'fJ"J 
Ui,':"rJ.XfIBfli':"rJ.;, X (/.I' 
,'J.Eì; xa':'(J.xfí'lO,'J.:'.-. 
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that all bishops shall do according to the tenor of that 
fornlulary-thc Patriarchs to your Holiness, and the 
t11ctropolitans to the l>atriarchs, the rést to their. o\\'n 
Inetropolitans; 
hat in all things our holy Catholic 
Church ll1ay have its proper solidity."34s Pope Vigilius 
(537-555), like\\'ise, supplies us \vith another proof of 
suprelne authority over the Oriental Church. He ,\-as 
a,,-are that Theodorus, Bishop of Cæsarea, confident in 
thc inIperial patronage cnjoyed by hinI despite his 
scandalous usurpations and excesses, had gro\\'n obsti- 
nate in his errors. Yet he hesitated not to asselllble 
several bishops in the Church of St. Peter at Constanti- 
nople, and to pronounce in their presence a SOlenlll 
sentence of excomlnunication and deposition against 
that inlPudent usurper of ecclesiastical rights. 349 At the 
sanIe tinlC he anathelllatised the Patriarch Mennas, and 
all the bishops ,,-ho had favoured or approved his ex- 
cesses.:tjo This sentence of the suprenIe Pastor did not 
fail of effect. Justinian ,,-ithdlT\\- the orders ,\'hich he 
had given in reference to the Three Chapters, and in 


348 Secu/lda forI/lit/a l'
idci tl Justiniallo ob/ala ,Agaþito Paþü' 
(Labbe, t. '-., p. 9-+8). 
319 The words of the condclllnation arc as follows :-" Ex 
pcrsona ct auctoritatc B. Petri Apostoli. . . hac ThcodorUlll 
Cæsareæ Cappadociac ci\-itatis quondan1 episcopmn, sententiæ 
prOlllulgatione, tam sacerdotali honore ct cOlnn1lmione Catholica 
qualn Olnni officio cpiscopali seu potcstatc spoliatmn esse dccerni- 
HIUS " (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1316). 
3:;0 .
 Tequc l\Iennaln Constantinopolitanæ civitatis episcopum. 
qui non dissimili culpa constringcris, cum Olnnibus nIetropolitanis 
ct 111icropolitanis cpiscopis ad tuan1 diæccsÏ1n pertinentibus, sed ad 
tuos Orientales, vel di\-ersarum provinciarum Inajorum minorumque 
ci\-itatmn episcopos, qui his cxcessibus pro quibus TheodonllIl 
C
-esareæ Cappadociæ quondaln episcopuln condemnaviInus, præ- 
buistis assensmll, hmnaniorc sententia, pro Dci consideratione 
talndiu a sacra cOlnnlunione suspcndinlus, donee unusquisque 
'-estnun crrorcn1 suæ præ,-aricationis agnoscens, culpam apud nos. 
proprimn competenti satisfactione diluerit" (I. c.). 
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accordance ,,-ith the \vill of the Pope,351 referred the 
question to the General Council. Thcodorus and 

Iennas, \\'ith Inany others of the bishops, \\,ho had in- 
curred Papal anathenla, hunlbled themselves at the feet 
of the successor of St. Peter, subnlitted to his decrees, 
and implored from him pardon and penance for their 
faults. 352 1"hesc facts furnish another incontrovertible 
proof that the Oriental Church fuBy recogniscd the 
divine suprenlacy of the Pope. 
V. The fo11o\\ ing instances sho\\- that St. Gregory 
the Great exercised no less authority than his pre- 
decessors :-( I.) .l\.thanasius, a priest of Isauria, had 
been condemned for heresy by the l>atriarch of Con- 
stantinople. He appeals to Pope Gregory, ,,-ho, after 
having examined the process and the docun1ents sent 
to hinl by the Byzantine Patriarch, pronounces his 
definitive sentence in favour of Athanasius, and notifies 
it to the Patriarch. I lis \vords are quoted in the note, 
and none could 1110re strongly express the conviction of 
his supreme authority.3;)3 
\nd still the 1':astern Church 
in no \vise objected to his jurisdiction" (2.) Again, a 
priest of Chalccdon had been condenlned as a heretic by 
the san1e Patriarch. Pope Gregory. appealed to by the 
t:ondemned priest, cancelled the process in the Second 
Roman Synod, declared hinl innocent, and openly 


351 See Baronius' .J.ll/llalcs A.D. 552, n. 16, p. 468. 1. vii. Edit. 
Lugd. 


 Cons/iful/IIJ/ V/)[i/ii Paþæ (Labbe, l. c., p. 1318). 
3:;3 .. Ab omni te hæreticð.: pcrversitatis macula ju
ta profcssi- 
onem tuam Iibcraln esse decernÍ1nus atque Catholicull1 ct sinceræ 
fidei in omnibus professorem atque sequaccln Christi J csu sah"atori
 
gratia claruisse pronuntialnus. . . . De hoc quoque et dilect- 
iS5imo fratri n05tro Constantinopolitanæ civitatis antistiti, qui in 
supra dicti Sancti Joannis loco ordinatus est, nostrcl \'OIUnlUS scripta 
transmittcre."-EþÚ,t., 1. \"". cpist. Ix\"i., ad ...1 tllclllt1.Ûum þresby/. 
(Up., 1. ii., p. 803" Edit. )[aur). 
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censured his judges as guilty of injustice. 3M He inti- 
luated that sentence to the Patriarch] ohn in the 1110st 
authoritative tenns,:35j and in the same nlanner he '\Tote 
to the 
=nlperor l\'laurice, and to Theotistus his brother- 
in-Ia,\", in order to secure protection to the priest John 
against the unjust violence of his enen1Ïes.:
jt) No\v, if 
Gregory I. \\?as no nlore than equal in jurisdiction to 
the Patriarch of Constantinople, ho\" could the proud 
spirit of that Patriarch, \\?ho had been so stubborn in 
defending the nc\v title of Ulli'i.'crsal, endure silently the 
interference of the Pope \vith his judgn1ent, and the 
authoritative quashing of his sentence? If it be true, 
as Bing-hanl declares, that "Fronl the judgnlent of a 
Patriarch there lies no appeal," 357 ho\v could Pope 
Gregory, like his predecessors, exercise such an appel- 
late jurisdiction, save in \rirtue of a supremacy fully 
recognised throughout the ,\"hole Eastern Church? 
(3.) i\. third proof of the suprClne jurisdiction cxercised 
by St. Gregory over the Patriarch of Constantinople 
is afforded in the sentence passed by hinl on the ITIonks 
of Isauria condclnncd as hcretics in the Court of the 
Byzantine Patriarch. Pope Gregory reversed that sen- 
tence, and acquitted the monks.35
 (4") But the conduct 
of Pope Gregory to\\?ards John, Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, casts the fullest light on the lllatter, and admits 
of no reply ,,,hatevcr; for upon hearing that the 


354 C01lC. IrOIlI. ii. (Labbe, t. YÍ., p. J 35). S. Gregorius: Eþisl.. 
L \'., cpist. xv., ad Joan. JijJisc. Con.f/alll., p. 803. 
35:; s. Gregorius (1. c., p. 80""): .. Eapropter eorumdelll judicmu 
reprobantcs sententialu nostra cmu dcfinitione Catholiculll et ab 
oillni hæretico crÏ1ninc libermn esse, Christi Dei Redemptoris 
nostri gratia rc\-elante denuntialuus.'" 
3;)6 S. Gregorius: Eþist., 1. v., epist. x\"i., x\-ii. (1. c., pp. 804-5). 
35i Bingham: Christiall A'illtiq/litit:s, bk. ii., C. :\.\'ii., sec. xi\".. 
\"01. I, p. 238. London. 
3;;8 S. Gregorius: Apisl., 1. yii., cpist. xxxiy., ad Eltl{
f{Ù{lIl Eþisc. 
Alex. (I. c., p. 8B2). 
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Patriarch ""as obstinate in clain1ing the title of universal 
bishop, he sent instructions to Sabinian, his Apocrisi- 
arius in Constantinoplc, to act \vith the fullest authority 
in restraining that alnbitious prc1atcY;;9 I Ie \\"rote to the 
Patriarch repr
senting hin1self as under the obligation of 
correcting any disorder \vhich n1ight arise in the Universal 
Church; he said that, acccording to the example of the 
Iueekncss of Christ, he had repeatedly used the n1Ïldcst 
forms of admonition and exhortation; that should these 
efforts be treatcd \\'ith conten1pt, he should be forced 
to luake use of the authority of the Church, for ,\-hen 
a dangerous ,vound cannot be healed by gentle handling, 
we 111ust have recourse to the knife. 3GO 
o\y, ,\"hat 
bishop in the Church ever had the po""er 7'csccalldi 
,;'u!lIcra, using the knife to the ,,"ounds of another bishop 
his equal? \Vhere are the canons ,vhich authorise 
even a n1etropolitan to act thus to\\"ards his suffragans? 
IIad a Patriarch the authority to inflict a sentence of 
condemnation and deposition upon another Patriarch? 
Unquestionably no Patriarch \vas ever allo,yed to act 
thus against the \'./ estern Patriarch, and Dioscorus, \\"110 
attempted it, \\"as excommunicated and deposed ex- 


3;'9 S. Grcgorius: Eþis!., 1. v.. cpist, xix. (1. c., p. 7.n). ,. I n hac 
causa quidquid agcndl1lll est cum summa auctoritate agat." 
360 S. Grcgorius: Eþis!.. l. \'., epist. xviii. ad Joan. Eþise. COllsl. 
(1. c., p. 742). "Si emendarc nolles eum (Sabinianml1 Apocrisa- 
rium), 1\lissarunl solemnia CUlU fraternitate vestra celebrarc prohibui, 
ut sanctitatenl vestranl prius sub quadanl ycrecundiæ revcrcntia 
pulsarcm: quatcnus si elnendari nefandus et profanus tumor verc- 
cunde non posset. tunc ad ea debuisset, quæ sunt districta atque 
canonica pervcniri. Et quia rcsecanda \'ulncra prius leni ll1anu 
palpand
 sunt: rogo, deprecor et quanta possum du1cedine e),,- 
posco," &c. Ibid., cpist. cit. (1. c.. p. 74-6): "Ego itaque per 
Responsales mcos scnlel et bis verbis humilibus hoc quod in tota 
Ecc1csia pcccatur corripcre studui: nunc per n1C ipsum scribo. 
Quidquid facere humiliter dcbui non omisi. Sed si in mea correp- 
tione dcspicior, restat ut Ecc1esiam debeanl adhibcre." 



122 Thc SuþrclIlc AuthorilJ' Of thc Pope 


pressly on that vcry account in the Council of Chal- 
ccdon. 361 On the other hand, the Roman Patriarch 

xercised this suprenle po\\'cr o\?cr all òther Patriarchs. 
of the East, each and all of \\"holn subtnitted to his 
authority; none of them raised the lcast objection to 
his supreme jurisdiction. The divine suprclnacy alone 
can furnish the explanation of these facts. But in order 
better to understand the conduct of Popc Gregory 
to\\?ards J Oh11, Patriarch of Constantinople, and, conse- 
quently, the nature of the authority exercised. \\"e Inust 
recall to nlind the Statutes sanctioned by Pope Pelagius
 
from \yhich his successor, S1. Gregory, declared that 
he ,,"ould never depart.3G
 These are contained in a 
letter addressed by the Pontiff to the bishops of the 
'Eastern Church. 3c3 In this letter, Pelagius asserts the 
divine supremacy and authority of the Apostolic See; 
he speaks of the act of John in calling a synod \vithout 
the authority of that See as presulnptuous, and annul
 
all the decrees of that synod relating to the title of 
a'cltlJlcJlical bishop, \yhich the 13yzantine Patriarch had 
usurped. 3G4 S1. Gregory, confiding in the same Apostolic 


:;(;1 COIlC. ChakedoJ/. act. '". (Labbe, t. i,"., p. 144 8 ). ÔIfX '1"1,11 
, .. 1\'/\' ' j ....,.,' t\' .. ,.. "'" 
,::,,(J';'IY (;"J i!.CtU?ipfUr; j.llJ(ji!.()P()f, Ct './. f-;:EI òYj Cti!.OIJl
'1r;(JICtJl f";:OI1j(JS 'i'fJ 
z "J p Îw 
\
()'1T1 rrw å p Y/f,';;'I(Ji!.6,;:w. 
I I /.... I 
362 S. Gregorius: Eþis!., 1. ix., epist. lxviii. (1. c., p. 984). 
,. Cujus (Pelagii) nos rectitudinis zelo per Olnnia inhærentes statuta 
ipsius sine r
fragatione, Deo protcgentc, servmnus, quia dignum est 
ut rectan1 decessoris sui \ ialn gressibus inoffensis incedat, quenl de 
eodeul loco ad reddendanl rationeD1 æterni judicis tribunal ex- 
pectat." 
363 Pe1agius I I.: Epist. ,'ii. (Labbe, t. ,'i., p. 633). This epistle 
belongs to the I sidorian collection, and is, therefore, probably 
interpolated. K evertheless. we quote that part only to which 
allusion is n1ade in the genuine letter of St, Gregory. 
3134 Pelagius II.: Eþis!. ,'ii. (Labbe, t. vi., p. 634). Penes S. 
Gregorium: Epist. cit. (1. c., p. 984). 
.. Quod beatæ recordationis 
Pelagius decessor noster agnoscens Olnnia gesta ejusdeln Synodi, 
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authority, and supported by the cxaInple of all his 
predecessors in St. Peter's Chair, follo\,"ed in the foot- 
steps of Pelagius. I lis conduct ,,"as that ,,"hich bccame 
the head of the Church divinely appointed by Christ, 
and the Greeks. by subn1Ïtting to his orders, ackno,\- 
ledgcd his authority over the ,,"hole Church. 
\TI. \\'e should never nlake dt1 end ,vere ,ve to enu- 
Inerate all the instances in ,vhich thc Eastern Churche5 
Iuanifest their recognition of the Papal prerogative" ..A.t 
the end of the l\lonothelite contro\.crsy, evidenccs in 
fa\'our of this recognition arc of frequent occurrence. 
Stephen, Bishop of Dora, had been educated in the 
Catholic principlcs of Sophronius, \"ho alone, of all 
the Patriarchs of the East, during this period, ren1ained 
finn in fidelity to thc revealed doctrine of the Incarna- 
tion. Stcphen had been one oi the earliest members 
of the synod held at J erusalcn1 against the ne"" heresy; 
being sent to Ron1e by Sophronius, he presented to 
Pope l\rartin. in the Lateran Council (A.D. 649) a 
Libe//us in \yhich he bore the n10st luminous testimony 
to the Pope's supremacy. ,. \Vho shall give us," he 
"Tote, H the ,,'ings of a dove, that \ve nlay fly and lay 
do\vn our distress before your suprClne See, the ruler 

nd governor of all, that the ,vound nlay be entirely 
healed? H lie continues to sho\v that IVlartin's authority 
"'as the authority of St. Peter, appointed to feed the 
whole flock of Christ. Finally. referring to the Inission 
entrusted to him by Sophronius, he reported that the 
holy Patriarch had addressed him as follo,vs: "Go thou 
,\'ith all speed fron1 one end of thc earth to the other, 
till thou conIC to the Apostolic See. \\"here the founda- 


prætcr ilIa quæ illic de causa vencrandæ 1l1enlOriæ Gregorii Epis- 
copi Antiochcni sunt habita, ,-aIida munino districtione cassa,-it 
districtissima illmu increpatione corripicns, ut se a novo et a 
tcmcrario superstitionis nmuinc cohibcrct." 
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tions of the truc faith are laid." 3G.:í In the sanIe l...atcran 
Council, another tcstin10ny to the divinc sllpren1acy of 
thc ROinan See luay be found ,vhich caIne froin a diffe- 
rent Eastern province. Sergius, l\Ietropolitan of Cyprus, 
\vrotc to "The l1lost holy and blessed and godly lord 
the Lord Thcodorus, .Father of I
"'athers, _Archbishop, 
and U nÏ\.crsal Pope. Christ our Lord," he proceeds, 
u has established thc .L\postolic See, oh sacred head, as a 
divinely fixed and inlnlovablc basis, at \\'hich the faith 
is learnt in its brightness. For as the divine \Vord truly 
pronounced. · 1
hou art Peter, and on thy foundation the 
pillars of the Church arc placed.' To thee has He 
conlnlitted the keys of heaven, and given the charge 
of binding and loosing. 1'hou <lrt appointed the de- 
stroyer of profane heresy, the leader and doctor of the 
orthodox and inllnaculate faith.";';w St. l\Iaxinlus, that 
illustrious Doctor of the seventh century, raised up by 
God to contend against the l\Ionothelites, also bears 
clear testinlony to the supren1acy of the Holy See as 
ackno,vledged in the Eastern Church. " \Vhosoever," 
he says, ., anathel11atiscs those \\,ho condelnn Pyrrhus, 
anathen1atises the See of ROIne, that is to say, the 
Catholic Church."3G7 And he goes on to say that this 
See is the centrc and the exelllplar of faith, cOlnInunion 
,vith ,d1Ïch is necessary to all ,,,ho ,,"ish to belong to the 
Catholic Church. Thc Sixth General Council (..\.D. 680) 
testifie
 to the sanlC tI uth. Tn the prosphonctic letter 
addressed to the E,nlperor Constantine, the Fathers of 
that synod declare that the great Prince of the Apostles, 
in the person of Pope .L
gatho, his successor, strugglt:d 


3ti;} Libt..'lllls ])rt'CllJJl Skþhani ]JoroISÙ. In Cone. Later. 1., 
secret. ii. (Labbe. t. vii., p. 105, seq.). 
3lilÌ Libelills St'l);ii Cyþri. In Cone. Later. i., 1. c. (Harduini, 
..1 eta COllci/., t. iii., pp. 718-19). 
367 DifIloratio ex Eþist. S. Jfa.rÙJli ad })etnllll ilills/rem (Op., 
1. ii. Edit. 11ignc, p. 144). 
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as-ainst error. They belie\"c that Petcr hiIl1self spake 
through Agatho.:
üS 1'hc sanle assertion is repcated in 
the synodic letter adJrL:.;sed tu the Pope: "To thee 
,,-ho art the first Sec, and the ruler of the Universal 
Church, ".c leave the office of deciding \yhat coursc 
n1ust be adopted. since thou art founded on the solid 
rock of faith." They add that they had \\"illingly rcad 
thc letters fonvarded by ..t\gatho to the EnIperor,:lGO and 
that they had ackno\vledged then1 as divinely \\Tittcn 
by the chief of the Apo:.;tles. 3 ;o 
\711. In the next General Council, being the Second 
of Nica:
a (.A.D. 787), a lctter \\"as read froln Pope 
Adrian I. to Tarasius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 
wherein the Pontiff states most plainly the divine 
authority of his suprell1acy. He \\Tites as follo\vs: 
4. 4 The gates of hell shall not prc\yail against her.' And 
L\gain, I Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I ,,-ill build 
l\Iy Church.' . . . \Vhose See \vas appointed the head 
of all the Churches of God, as holding suprenlacy over 
the \vhole "'0 rI d. \Vherefore the blesscd 
\postle Peter, 
through the ,yord of God fceding the Church, has 
retained, and \"ill ever retain, the Princedonl. 
The Saviour of the \\yorId gave the Apostlc Peter 
princedolTI and authority over the ,,-hole ,,,"orId; and 
through the san1e Apostle in \vhose place \ve, although 
unworthy, at present sit, the holy Catholic and i\postolic 
Ronlan Church has up to the present tilue held, and 


3G.S Eþis/. Prosþ/wllt'/Ù"a COlleil. ,'i. ad Cons/all/i/!uJJl Imþ._ 
(Labbe, t. vii., p. 1089.) 
:;G9 Eþi.ft. AgatlwJlÙ- Paþæ illl COl/SltllltÙIIlJIl Imþ. (Labbe, 1. c., 
p. 6;2, seq.). 
3iO Eþist. L'-.)!Jlodi COl1C. yi. ad .Agathollt'lJl Paþtl1Jl (Labbe. 
.. ) .. o "} I...... J1 ' ..... '" 

. \"11", p. 1109. " Ell 'XCJ.I 
.U.':/; w; '::pw':"OfJpOY
 lJOI ':"
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'Y..'Y..ì.r,()ía.; ':'b .;;-pa.'Y..':"
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;"a 'llll
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\vill for ever hold, his princedon1 and authority. 
It is the head of an the Churches of the \vorId." Then 
the council, Tarasius hil11self being al110ng thenl, having- 
heard Adrian's letter, unanimously exclaimed, U \Ve 
fo11o\\-, c:lccept, and adInit, these lettcrs."3i1 The Patriarch 
Tarasius also, in a lettcr addresscd to the Pope, fully 
ackno,vledged the divine suprcnlacy of the ..l\postolic 
Sec.:
7::? Thc holy 
icephorus, his successor (6\,1). 806), 
did not s\\-crvc froln this guiding principle. Not only 
did he profess to follo,v the doctrine of the Roman 
Pontiff, ,\"ho ,vas divincly instructed, and \vas his 
... \postolic father and lord; 
'j3 but he also expressly 
maintains the prin1acy of the Apostolic See, \\Tithout the 
conscnt of \vhich, as he maintains, no examination and 
sanction by a General Council ,,'ould render it possible 
practically to enforce a doctrine in the Church. 374 About 
the saine tin1e, Theodorus Studites, ,vho is still honoured 
alnong the greatest saints in the Greek Church, affords 
the 1110st unequivocal testin10ny to the firn1 and universal 
persuasion of the East as to the qucstion before us. lIe 
cal1s the Popc Co nlost divine head of all hcads ;:>75 chief 


--:"
3a Hadrianus 1.: Eþist. ad Tarasilflll. in act. ii. Cone. Nie. ii. 
(Labbe, t. viii., p. 772). Ex collcdiollc 
Ilastllsii Bibl., p. 764. The 
synod answercd-É'76/.L!:
a xaì óEx6.'.L:
a xa; t;jp(j(fÚ/lJE
a (L. c., p. 776). 
372 Eþist. Tarasii Pa fr. ad HtldriaJlltlll I., in act. yiii. Cone. 
"T" ." (L bb "". 8 , 
4'" IC. 11. a e, t. VIll, p. 1:2 0,. 
3;3 
pjst. .
. .1\Ticcþ/z0i i P.ztr. Constant. ad Lco1lCJIl III. f>aþaJ/l 
(Labbe, t. ix., p. 292, seq.). 
374 S. Nicephorus: r/þologdic.:us þro Sa II (tis ImagÙziblls (Gp. 
Edit. 1\ligne, PP. Græc., t. c.. p. 597). 
IJ älJw o6y,I..La xa':"eX ':"
v 
'" ExxÎ.1jtJíav 7..IVO
,I..LHO\! ():tJ,lJ.oÎ; y.a
f)'-'rY..oÎ; y.aì íEfa':"lY..oì; 
()!:(fl YEIIO,l..LltJ- 
, ;'1 A " ò ' It ,,, 
'" .", '\ , 
.'.L,!:IiOIJ avwuEY, 'i1j1J CJy./,'.LafJlav O"J tJX}JIr" 1j v=:;al':- ay r,:-o:;-: ':"1jV '-::=frLIWtJIY, 
4' 
,
, \'.' 
..." , ..... " 
Gùf vr; AaXCJY':"wv y.a:;-a "'1j
 IEfwtJU\lr,v E:;rLf%
/V, y.al ':"wv y.of'JípauJJv 
v 
.. ,
, I '\.. ..... 
Ur,:-O(J7(jAOI; =7Y..EXcIPllf/.L,SYWV ':"CJ a:;'ICIJ/.L,a. 
375 S. Theodorus Stud.: 
pist., 1. i., cpist. xxxiii., ad LäJIlOIl III. 
(Gp. Edit. 
Iigne, PP. Græc., t. xcix., p. 101 7.) 
 ð!:/fJ'íá':"r; ':"
v 
õ" ClJV y'E(þuÌ\wli 7..EípaÌ\r,.--See also cpist. xxxiv., p. 1024. 
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pastor of the \vhole Church under heaven ;376 .l\postoIic 
head over all appointed by God, pastor of the sheep 
of Christ, keeper of the kingdoll1 of heaven, rock of 
the faith, upon ,vhich the Catholic Church ,vas built, 
Peter hinlself holding and governing the See of Peter."3i7 
He asserts that the Papal authority is fronl God,3i8 and 
therefore he calls his princedonl in the Church divine. 3i :J 
In accordance \vith these expressions, he styles the 
Roman Church the head of all the Churches, through 
\vhich \ve unite ourselves ,,-ith the three Patriarchs,3So 
suprelne over all the Churches of God, the suprenlC 
chair, the foundation of the Universal Church on earth.:3S1 
He states to the Emperor l\Iichael that, according to 
the primitive tradition the doctrine of faith is to be 
transIllitted fronl Ronle ;3S
 and from it the certainty 
of faith is to be derived. 3S3 So that he thus begins his 
letter to Pope Leo: ,f Since Christ our God, after be- 
stowing the keys of the kingdom of heaven, conferred 
upon the great Peter the dignity of pastoral suprernacy, 
it is necessary that reference should be had to Peter, or 
to his successor, \vhen those ,vho go astray fronl the 
truth attempt to bring innovations into the Catholic 


S [heodorus Stlld L C P 10 " 0 
W11011 ;; , .'././à; à p 

/.-;-(jì . lj.
1I 
3iG .'. . . ' . : . .,. _. . _ /... 
"'ir,; iJ."; oùpavòv ' Ei!.xi.fjt1'ía;. 
:iii IbÙl, Eþist., 1. in epist. xii., ad Past-ilalclI/, Papa1Jl, p. 115:2; 
.ct 1. i., cpist. xxi\'., ad LUlIlclJl Paþam, p. 1025. 
3i8 Ibid., Eþist., 1. ii., epist. xii., p. 1153. Ë%
/; ':'Ò j(iX/.Ju,; t;';'Cl.fà. 
oØ=Çi È7.. ':'oiJ ,:,,:á\lTWY <;;'fw':'=
U\I. 
3i9 Ibid., Epist., 1. ii., cpist. xxxiii., ad LCOJlCJIl Ptlþalll, p. 10:20. 
380 Ibid., Eþist., 1. ii., cpist. lxxiv., ad Jlficlztlc/ClIl Imþ., p. 1309. 

N IbÙl, Epist.,1. i", cpist. XXX\'., ad Basilium Ardzi1ll., p. 1029; 
1. ii., cpist. lxii., ad j'ì-llires, p. 1280; cpist. lxvi., p. 1289; epist. 
hxvi., p. 1332, &c. 
382 Ibid., l:-pist., 1. ii., epist. lxxx\'ii., ad ,J/iclzal'll'J1l Imþ" p. 1332. 
J
3 IbÙl, Eþi's!., I. ii., cpist. cxxi:x., ad Leo/JClll SllcellarÙ//Jl, 
p. I.po. \Ve shall quote this important passage in the second 
volume of this work. 
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Church. "384 \V c defy criticism so to strain these passage
 
as to prevent a full ackno\\Tledgtnent of the Popc's divine 
suprcmacy being dra"11 fron1 then1. During the ninth 
century thcn, at ,\"hich time fatal schism "'as at hand, the 
persuasion of the divinc jurisdiction of the Roman Pontiff 
had struck yery deep root in the East; and "Te learn, 
fronl the plainest facts and lcast disputed documents of 
that age, that this belicf ,,'as not checked in the begin- 
ning- of the Photian schism. 
VIII. As soon as the itnpious Etuperor ::\Iichael had 
dcposed Ignatius, and raised to thc Patriarchal see 
Photius, a layn1an and a soldicr, he ,,,as filled ,vith 
anxiety lest his usurpations should be counteracted and 
opposed by the authority of the Ronlan Pontiff He 
therefore sent anlbassadors to Xicholas I. ,,,ith the most 
calunlnious accusations against the holy Patriarch 
.I gnatiUS,3S:> 13ut Nicholas. not ll1islcd by the craft of 
the Greck Enlperor, assunlcd, as a Blatter of course, the 
character of supreme judgc. He reservcd to his o'\"n 
tribunal the cause of Ignatius and Photius. 38G And at 
the sanle titHe he solcnully declared that his authority in 
the Church ,,"as suprcme, that it extended over all the 
sheep of Christ, that it ,vas a divine authority, to the 
decrees of ,\'hich people and enlpcrors Blust subluit; 
for the po\\rer of emperors is confined to tenlporaÌ 
things, ,,,hilst the authority of the suprenle pastor 
c111braces the spiritual interests of the Church and of 
souls. lIe pressed these truths strongly upon all the 
bishops of the Eastern Churches,3S"i' upon Photius,3SS and 


:;S-l S. Thcodorus Stud.: Eþis!., 1. ii" cpist. xx
iii., ad LCOllCJIl 
I>llþalll, p. 1018. 
:;8:; Pope Nicholas 1. relates it in his EJJlsl. i., ad 
r/li'i', Catlt
 
(Labbe, t. x., p. 1289). 
3SG Ibid., Eþist. iii" ad PhotÙ{JJ! (Labbe. 1. ix., p. 1297). 

8- T b . / Eþ ' " " 1 
". J I u., 
 1St. 1., Clt., ,c. 
:JS8 Ibid., Eþist. vi., ad PhOtÙI11l (Labbe. 1. c.. p. 1303, seq,). 
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the Emperor l\lichael, to 'Vh01l1, \vith pastoral authority, 
he points out \vhat duties regarding ecclesiastical affairs 
belong to him as Emperor. 3S !) A ftenvards, in the 
ynod 
assembled in Rome, he pronounces the final sentence 
of anathema and deposition against Photius, and decrees 
the restoration of Ignatius to the see of Constantinople, 
from which injustice and violence had expelled hin1. 
\Vith divinely-conferred authority he con1n1unicated his 
definitive sentence to the Emperor/
90 to Photius,:ml to 
Ignatius,392 and to the clergy and the senate of Con- 
stantinople ; 3!:J3 relninding them in each of these letters 
of the divine supremacy entrusted to the Apostolic 
See, that all might understand the ground \vhereon he 
rested his claim to the authority of supreme judge. 
....-\lthough, despite the exhortations and the reproaches 
of the Sovereign Pontiff, 39-1 lVlichael failed to obey, Basil, 
his successor, fully submitted to the Papal decrees. In 
his letter to Pope Nicholas, he called the sentence 
Apostolic dnd divine ;39:> he ackno\vledged the Ron1an 
Pontiff to be the pastor appointed by Christ to rule 
the Universal Church ;3DG and he begged of the Pope 
to give still greater solemnity to his sentence by pro- 
nouncing it before the apocrisiarius deputed by Ignatius 


389 Pope 
icholas 1.: Eþist. ii., V., ad Jfichaclc/ll II/lþ. (Labbe, 
I. c., p. 1291, seq., et p. 1299, scq.). 
300 Ibid., Eþist. "ii., ad c1tllde/ll (Labbe,!. c., pp. 130]-1 I). 
391 Ibid., ..épist. xi., ad P hotÙt1Jl (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1389, Si:q.). 
3!)2 Ibid., Eþist. xiii., ad IgJlatÙtlJl Patriarch. (Labbe, I. c., 
p. 1400, seq.). 
393 Ibid., Eþis!. x.. ad C:'kntlJl COllstallt. (1. c., p. 1370, ::ieq.); 
l:pist. xi,"., ad Sl'lla!. C01ls!., p. 14-0]. 
394 See the Eþist. viii. and ix. of Pope Kicholas to the Elnperor 
1\lichael (Labbe, 1. c., pp. 1316-13]0). 
39,) Eþist. Basilii Imþ. ad _Vicolaulll I., in act. iii. Cone. viii. 
CEcum. (Labbe, t. X., p. 5 16). \Vhen that letter arrived, Adrian II. 
held the Pontifical See, after the death of Pope Nicholas I. 
39G L. c., p. 5 17. 
J 
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and Photius jointly to the Holy See. 397 No sooner ""as 
Ignatius restored to his see, than in a lctter addressed to 
the Pope he again gave the clearest testilllony to the 
divine suprclnacy. In this lctter he calls the Pope, 
.. The head of us all, and of the spouse of Christ, the 
Catholic and .L\postolic Church;" and he adds that, 
., the \vords \vhich Christ addressed to St. Peter (St. 
1\ratt. xvi" 18, 19) \verc not confined or linlitcd to the 
chief of the .Apostles only, but through hinl \vere trans- 
mitted to all \\'ho, after him, should like hiln be chief 
pastors and 1110st divine sacred Pontiff.
 of the elder 
Rome.";
f)8 Such language is dian1ctrically opposed to 
that held by partisans of schism. But \\"C \,"ould rather 
refcr to thc Eighth æcun1cnical Council, in order to 
sho\v ho,v far the authority claimed at that time by 
Nicholas I. ,vas ackno,vledged ,vithout opposition by 
the "'hole Oriental Church. Adrian I I., through his 
legatcs, ilnposcd a formulary of union to be signed by 
all the Fathers of the synod. 3 !'D in ,,'hich the divinc 
supremacy of the .l\postolic See is aS3erted in thc very 
'\"ords of the prcvious fornlulary of union proposed by 
Pope H ormisdas. I t runs as follo\vs: "By follo\\"ing in 
all things the Apostolic See, and observing- all its 
decrees, \VC hope to be enabled to join comnlunion ,,"ith 
the sanle Apostolic See, in \vhich th\,; solidity of the 
Christian rcligion is to be found in its truth and in- 
tegrity. And \ve pron1Ïse not to recite at the holy 
nlysteries the nanICS of those \vho arc cut off from the 
cOlnn1union of the holy Church-that is to say, ,vho do 
not agree \vith the ..
\postolic See." The Papal legates 



m7 L. CO, p. 517. 
398 .E.pÚt. .')0. Igllatii Patriarchæ ad ..l.Yicolall1ll Paþa/1l (Labbe, 
1. c., pp. 5 17- 18 ). 
:;9
 III act. i. COIlC. æ",UJz. viii. (Labbe, t. x., pp. -+97-98). That 
formulary had been proposed by Nicholas I. to the Greek Church, 
and Adrian II. prescribed the 
,:une in the synod. 
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read this fonnulary, and asked the Fathers whether 
thcy adn1Ïttcù it; general acclaInations testified their 
approval of it as they cried out that it plcasal thall. w ,. 

or '\"as this all. After the death of Ignatius, Pope 
John VIII. \vas led by r
asons of prudence to yield 
to the prayers of the ]
Inperor Basil, and to confinl1 
Phutius in the Patriarchate; but the Pontiff ,,-as Il10st 
careful to impose as a condition that Photius should 
recant in a public synod all that he had uttered against 
the authority and doctrines of the Catholic Church. 41J1 
.t. \11 kno\\' ho,," the hypocrite con1pli
d \\'ith this requirc- 
tncIlÌ ;40
 but still he could not avoid giving public 
tcstin10ny to the SUprClllacy of the.. \postolic See, for he 
\\-as persuaded that by this solen1n declaration he should 
strengthen his 0\\11 po\ycr. l\lthough he interpolated 
all the letters of Pope John VIII. he did not dare to 
suppress the Pontiff's clain1 to his divine authority, nor 
his plain statelllCnt of his 
l1prCn1acy in the Church. J n 
the synod held by Photius at Constantinople (.\.n. 879), 
he read the interpolated letter ùf Pope John to the 
EInperor Basil, \vhercin \\pe find the follo\\'ing \\-ords: 
H The ,A postolic See n
cei\'ed the keys uf the king-donl 


-100 L. c., p. 5 00 . 
4111 J oanncs \-r r 1.: lijJisl. cxcix., (ld Nasi/ill/I! Imþ. (Labbe, 
t. ),.i.. p. 128, seq.). \Yhen Photius had heard of his condnnnatiun 
by 
icholas I., and of the mission of the Papal legates ipto 
Bulgaria, he sent to the Oriental Patriarchs a luost bitter enc)- 
dical against the doctrines of the Latin Church. (l:pÙI. xiii. 
PliO/ii. Op" t. ii. Edit.).J igne. p. 72 I. see;,) Then, asscJubling 
a synod at Constantinoplc, he audaciously pronounced a sentence 
of cxcomnulnication and deposition against :N icholas I. -S
:c 
.\nastasius, ill l'rll:f. ad Co Il C. viii. (Lahbe, t. ),.., p. 476); J a
cr, 
llisloirc dtJ Pholills, 1. '-., p. 14-6, 
cq. ::md Edit. Paris. 
402 Photius interpolated the letters of Pope John, in order to 

a\'e himself from the hmniliating recantation of his errors.-Sc.:c 
lhcnl in Labbe, t. x., p. 966, seq.. p. 983, 
cq.; t. xi.. p. '32, scq., 
p. I.p, scq. 
J 2 
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of heaven frotn the Great Pontiff Jesus Christ through 
_Peter, the l>rince of the Apostles, to \\'honl He said. 
, To thee I ".ill give the keys,' &c. I t has the po,ver 
of binding and loosing throughout the \,,"orId. . . By 
the authority, therefore, of Peter, the Prince of the 
Apostles, ".c. in union \vith the holy Church. announce 
to you, and through you to all our holy brothers and 
fcllo\\"-n1inisters. the Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, 
and Jerusalem, and all othèr bishops anù priests, and 
to the ,vhole Church of Constantinople, that \ve consent 
and agree to all things ,,-hich you have asked." Thc 
letter then proceeds: U Receivc Photius as the Patriarch 
of your Church, and confonn your love and faith, and 
,,'ith reverence obey hi1n and through hinl the holy 
Roman Church, for \"hosoever receives hin1 not, receives 
not our decrees or those of the holy Roman Church 
concerning hiln; nor does such a one \vage \var against 
him only, but against the most holy Apostle Peter, 
yea, even against Christ the Son of God."4û3 \Vhen the 
t""'athers ùf the synod \vere asked by Peter, cardinal 
and legate of the Holy See, \vhether they agreed ".ith 
the letter of the ROlnan Pontiff in all its parts, all joined 
,vith Photius in ans\vering that they agreed. 4Û 4: In like 
tnanner other letters of John VIII. ,,-ere rc<-u] in ,,-hich 
the saIne doctrine of the Pope's divine suprcnlacy \\'as 
repeatedly asserted, and unanimous consent \vas given 
to thell1 by the synod. 405 When Photius soon aften\-ards 
cast off his hypocritical Inask, John VIII. inflicted 
upon hitu a sentence of cxconlmunication and deposi- 
tion,406 and Leo the \Vise, successor of the ElllpCrOr Basil, 


403 
pist. JOtlll 11 iJ' VIII. ad Basil. IlIzþ. (corrupta a Photio) in 
act. ii. Cone. Photiani (Labbe, t. Ài., p, 366, scq.). 
-lO-l L. Co, p. 37 8 . 
{o:, Labbe, 1. c., pp. 383, 4:26, seq. 
40G fle }J scu do-..5)'lZOdo Photii. in App. ad Cone. "Ill. (Labbe. 
t. >.., p. 953). 
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executed both this sentencc and that of Stephen \TI., the 
successor of J ohn. 40 . Additional proofs of our position 
Inight be derived froln the lcttcr \\Titten on that occa- 
sion by the Oriental Bishops, Stylianus, J.:usebius, &c., 
to Stephcn VI.; 
Oð and fruIn those of Stephen to the 
Enlperor 40 !1 and to all the I
astern bishops ;410 and of 
the Popes l
onnostts41l and John IX.,41t to Stylianus; 
and it nlust bc observed that these tcstin10nics belon
 
to the very titne \\-hen Photius ,,-as gratifying his pride 
and anlbition by prolnoting the great schisnl. ''[he 
Eastern Church rClnained unitcd \\'ith that of Ronlc 
until 
Iichacl Cerularius obtained the Patriarchal See uf 
Constantinople. 
\nlbition of the 1
ll1perors, no le
s 
than of the l)atriarchs, and shalllcful servility on the part 
.of the clergy to\vards their ten1poral princes, ,,-ere the 
true causes of that deplorable schisnl ,vhich detached 
froIn the centre of union one of the noblest Chtlrchè
 
of Christcndotn, and cast it do\\-n into ignolllinious 

lavcry under the Sultans of Constantinople. 413 Up to 
the tinlC of the infliction of this tremendous punishnlent, 
the Apostolic See spared no efforts to avert it, and to 
recall to union the portion of Christ's flock that had 
so miscrably gonc astray. Thc t".o Councils of Lyons 
.and Florence ren1ain as noblc nlonunlcnts of the endea- 


-tOT L. c. 
WI) J:pistlJÜr .\'tylitll/i aliorlllllqltt: l:piscoþoYIIJJl ad Skphalllllll 
17. Paþllm, in App. Conc. ,-iii., cit. (Labbe, t. x.. p. go2. seq.. 
p. qI
. seq.). 
-109 Eþist. S!t:þlltlJli VI. ad Ra.fìilÙfJ/L imp. (Labbe. 1. c.. p. 895- 
seq.). The Emperor nasil was dead when th(.' letter of Pope 
Stephen reached Constantinople. 
410 r..pist. ."'kþllalli 11. tld 01llJlt"s ubiqllc I:piscoþl'.\" (Labbe, L c., 
p. 9 11 ), 
-Ill .Apist. i.: j-l)rJJltJJ'i J)tlþ{
., ad St..vlit1llIlJJl (Labbe. t. xi., p. 6I::!t 
4l:! f:..pist. ii., JOtlllllij' I.t. ad Stylitll11{111 (Labbe, 1. c., p. 688). 
n
 
ce Pitzipios: L' A:f[/ise Oriotla/e, pt. iii.. c. i.. p. 82, sell. 
Rome, J 855. 
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\ ours Iuade by the Roman Pontiff:-; to bring- back the 
Eastern Church to Catholic unity. In both these 
councils the \\,hole episcopate, as ,yell as the Byzantine 
l
tnpcrors, ackno\yledgèd the divine SUprelllacy of the 
I
Onlall See, and testified to it by docun1ents, \\'hich 
their relapse into schisnl h
lS not been able to inyali- 
da te. -114- 
IX. After all thc proofs \\"hich "pc ha,-e brought 
fUr\\'ard, it is strange that the leading "Titers of the 
1 Iigh Church in l
ngland should deny that the Greek 
Church ever ackno\dedged the existence e,f such a divine 
authority in Christendot11. It is yet I1l0re strange t(l 
read in the Eiro/Ïa.J/1 that, .. 'The conditions of recon- 
ciliation (ilnposed un the ]
astern Church) \\"cre absolute 
subn1Ïssion to an authority \dlich h
d gro\\-n up since 
the separation." -n:; 1'0 luaintain that the rapal suprc- 
Inacy was ,,-holly ullkno\\ n to thc Greek Church up to 
the tinlC ,\"hen I\Iichael Cèrularius broke the bonds of 
union ,,"ith the '\
est, bètrays great ignorance of the 
history of thc Greek enlpirè and Church. Dr. Pusey, 
in a succeeding passagL, profL'ssc

 not to understand 
110\\' it can Lc. that the 1
astern Church" is no part of 
the Church of Christ, because it dues not subject itself 
to the "rest, under which (;od did not place it ?''-tltj. 
But in this sentence thè author falls into the fallacy 
\dlich in logic is callcd 3 petitio prilltïfii; and assun1C::; 
as certain hro principles, both úf \\'hich arL not only 
llnpro\-cd, but false-first, that Christ did not institute 
in J [is Church any S\1prelnacy ill the person of St. 
Petcr and his St1LCeSSOrs; and secondly, that the Greek 


1l-l j-.òrlllllia j,ïdei Jlich. 111/)'1.. in Cone. Lugdul1. (Labbe. t. xÏ\-.. 
p. 51 I). SaCrll/JlOltlllJl {;ra'[{1171J1I (Labbe.!. c.. p. 516\ DtcrcllllJT 
l-niollis, in Cone. Florentino (Labbe. 1. COo p. I 1
3).. In the eighth 


ction we shall speak of this Ï1llportant decree. 
,11;, I...ïrl'Jlico}/, p. 62. 
Uti L. C., p. 63. 
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Church never ackno\vledged such a suprcnlacy, nor 
submitted to it. Moreover, in order to judge of the 
sentiments of the Greeks, even before their schism, we 
must not look, as Dr. Pusey has done, to the \vritings of 
Elias 1\'1 eniates, Bishop of Zerniza, to\\'ards the end of 
the seventeenth century.41i 'Vc agree ,vith the Oxford 
divine, that at present "the chief controversy bet\veen 
the Greek and the Latin Church, as behveen Protestants 
and Catholics, is the supreme po\ver of the Pope; n but 
\ve do not hold \vith him that the dispute about the 
suprenlè po\\'cr of the Pope \vas the principal cause of 
the separation of the Greeks from the Catholic Church. 
The facts and docunlents produced in the course of this 

ection afford sufficient evidence of our assertion, and 
free us fron1 the necessity of giving any further proof. 
.But Dr. Pusey goes on to remark, on the authority of 
the Archinlandrite lVlacarius,418 "That the great Russian 
empire, converted to the faith by the preaching of monks 
and missionary bishops sillce the separation of the East 
fr011l tllC I Vt.st, is a \\"itness to the Greek Church that 

he is a true melnber of the onc Church."419 The author 
evidently ll1isconceives the history of the conversion of 
the Russian elTIpire, and thus, from an erroneous suppo- 
sition, dra\\'s a consequence \vhich cannot stand lTIodern 
criticism. 420 The true date of the conversion of the 
]{ussians to Christianity is undeniably to be placed be- 
t\veen the nliddle of the tenth century and thc middle of 
the eleventh. For although some attenlpt to convert that 
nation had becn made under the Enlperor Basil, in 


417 Eircllicoll, p. 63. 
418 History (if Christianity ÎJz Russia, p. 394 (in the E
irc}licoll, 
p. 62). 
419 EïrCllico1l, 1. c. 
420 It is pitiful to find that A. Possevin, in his pamphlet, D
 
Rebus 41fl/scovitis (pt. ii.. p. 92), fell into the same Inistake. Bùt 
the criticisl11 of the age of Possevin was not that of the present time. 
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A. D. 876, and a bishop consecrated at that time by the 
}Jatriarch Ignatius had been sent into Russia,421 no very 
great fruit ,vas gathered from that mission, nor from 
any of the others \vhich \vere sent, probably, after the 
deposition of Ignatius, and \\'hich Photius extolled ,vith 
so much vanity in his fan10us encyclicaI.4
2 The true 
beginning of the conversion of the Russians is to be 
found in the year 955, \\?hen the Grand Duchess Olga 
,vas baptised at Constantinople. 423 Her conversion. 
ho\vever, did not immediately incline the bulk of the 
nation to embrace the faith of Christ; but ,vhen her 
grandson, \Vladimir. became a Christian (988), the 
Russians flocked in great cro\\-ds to receive baptism in 
the Dnieper. From that tin1e Christianity continued to 
make great progress in Russia, until, under J aroslav, it 
became firmly established (1019-1054).424 No\v, during 
the \vhole of this period, the Greek Church ,vas in full 
communion ,vith Rome. and in regular subjection to the 
Apostolic See; the fatal schisll1 did not begin till the 
year 1054, \\,hen the sentence of excon1munication was 
pronounced by the Papal legates against l\lichael Ceru- 


421 Constantinus Porphyrogenitus: III Vita Basilii (Theophancs 
Contin., n. 97. Edit. Bonnæ. p. 34-3, seq.) Cedrenus: Hisl., t. ii., 
p. :q.2. Edit. Bonnæ. 
422 The learned Asscman not only proved the falsehood of what 
Photius wrote in that encyclical about the conversion of Russia, 
but also asserted that the whole of that encyclical was concocted 
by Photius after the year 869, as if he had \\ ritten and published it 
long before his exile,-See A P alelldllrÙt111 Ecclcsiæ Ulliv., t. ii., 
pt. ii., c. i., sec. xiy., p. 253, seq. Romæ, 1755. 
f23 Const. Porphyrog. : Dc CaCrC11101liis A ulæ Byzall!Ùlæ, 1. ii., 
c. xv., p. 594. Edit. Bonnæ. See also-Stilting: De COllvcrsiollc 
et Fide RllSSOYUl1l, sec. ii. (Acta SS., t. ii., Septembris, p. v., seq.). 
F. Gagarin: OrigÙlc.r Catholiqucs de I'Eglisc Russe, sec. iii. (EtudcJ- 
TMolog. His!., t. ii., 1857, p. 161, seq.). 
424 See the documents in Gp. cit. of Stilting, 1. c., secs. iii., iv. 
(Acta SS., t. c., p. vi., seq.). Gagarin: 1. c., secs. iv., v. (1. c., 
p. '74, seq.). 
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larius. 425 Hut ,\PC do not intend to d,vell on this subjl:ct, 
the difficulties of ,,-hich have already received satis- 
factory explanation; 4:?1) '\"C arc contcnt to refer the 
reader to the learned ,\.orks of Count de i\Iaistre,4
7 
A G 1 . . 428 F J G . 429 P C T d " 430 & 
ug. d Itzln, .. agann, - . . on lnl, .C. 
These ,,"riters contain a valuable collection of extract:") 
from the original ancient liturgical books of the Russian 
Church. The divine suprenlacy of the Pope ,vill be 
found to be statcd \\'ith so much clearness and enlphasis 
as to nlake it iInpossible to tnaintain that those docu- 
ments ,,,"ere framed by a church ,,-hich had not froIH 
its cradle been under the influence of Rome. 


42:> Stilting: Op. eit., sees. Y., \-i. (I. c., p. xii., seq.). Gagarin: 
1. c., sees. vi., yii. (1. c., p. 210, seq.). 
t!G Besides the two above-mentioned works of Stilting and 
Gagarin, see also-- Vizzardelli: Disser/alio de On:fJille Chris/janle 
Religiollis Í11 Russia. Romæ, 1826. Blätter, in his PolitiCtll 
His!., t. iv., ix. Theiner: De la Situation de f Eglisc Catholiql/e 
des dell."r" nIcs ell Pologlle e! Cll RussÙ', &e. 
42
 D p ,./, 1 . 
I " ape,. I., e. x. 
428 Ull ....llissiollaire Russl' CJl .AJJ1t:riqut-'. Append. Paris, 1856. 
429 Les Starovères, or l' Eg/isc J
lIsse, t'l Ie Paþt', sec. vi. (Etudes 
eit., t. ii., 1857, p. 64, seq.). 
430 La PrÙJlaull de Sail/I Pit:rre þroltvée far ks Ii/res qll
 llli 
d01llle l' EglÙe RltSSC dallS sa Lilurgit-. Paris, 1867. 
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FALSE IJECRET
-\LS-AFRTC_\N COKTROYERSY-CA
OXS 
OF SARDIC..\ 0"'\ ArrE_\LS CO::\s[DERED IX RELA- 
TIOX TO 'rUE SUPRE:\L\CY OF TIlE POPE. 


1. 'VVIL\'T ,ve hayc seen of the relations bet\\"een the 
Eastern Church and the .1.\ postolic See, ,,"ould not have 
prepared us for the as
ertion so frequently Inade that 
the present state of isolation of the J.:astern, as ,,-ell a
 
of the English Church, is o,,'ing to the forgery of th
 
False Decretals. Yet Dr. Pusey attributes to these that 
practical systen1 of authority ,\-hich, he thinks, COlTI- 
pletely changed the position the H...Olnan Church occu- 
pied in the fourth and fifth centuries. 431 'Ihe documents 
produced in the t\yO foregoing sections are n10re than 
sufficient to sho\v that the Decretals had nothing to do 
\,-ith the supren1C authority of the ROlnan Pontiff, ,,"hich 
the Latin and the Greek Church alike had c\"cr ackno\\'- 
1cdged. Neither En1perors nor Patriarchs ,,'ould havc 
subn1itted to it. had they not been persuaded of its 
dh-ine origin. I'he East Illost certainly had no kno,,-ledgc 
of the 11'alse Dccrctals; nor ""as any appeal n1ade to theln 
by tht; Popes ,,'hell exercising a supren1e jurisdiction 
o\rer the Eastern Patriarchates. That jurisdiction had 
been exercised by the Popes, both in the East and in the 
\\T est, long before the appearance of the so-called 
IsÙioriaJl Collcction in the ninth century, and those ,,,ho 
nlaintain the contrary should produce proof that for 
nine centuries the Pope ""as no n10re than þrÍJJllls inter 
pares, and regarded as such both by East and 'Vest. 


431 EirClzÍt.:OJl, p. :!3G, 
eq. 
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And C\'Cl1 if-,,,hich is ilnpossible-this ""cre den10n- 

trated. still it ,\"ould renlain to be shown that the 
uni\gersal and supreme authority of the Popes "'as built 
upon the False Dccretals. For had the collection changed 
thc essentia1 constitution of the Church. set up OYer all 
an authority unknown for nine centuries. and given tù 
it rights and prerogatives no\vhere pre\"iously heard of, 
110\\" could such a col1ection haye found acceptance in 
the Church? Kicholas I., conten1porary of the author 
of that collection, solenlnly asserted and tnaintained, 
both in the \Yest and East, his Stlprenl
 divine authority, 
and exercised its rights and privileges, and yet no objec- 
tion "-as raised against his pretensions on the part of 
I either the \,,"estern or of the Eastern episcopatc. Dr. 
Pusey has fallen into t,,"O great n1Ïstakes in this tnatter, 
1
hc first is to believe ,,"jth Fleurr-a bitter Gallican- 
and ,,'ith sonle very fe\v Protestants, that the Papal 
I po\\-cr ""as increascd by the Forged Decretals ;432 the 
sccond is to belic\'c that.. Thc systenl built upon that 
ft>rgcry abidcs still;" \\"hich leads hinl to say that. 
,. The Greek Church could not be adnlitted to con1- 
nlunion ,,"ith the \Yest ,,-ithout 111erging its "'hole Patri- 
archal, or èpi
copal systcIn. such as it inherited froln the 
titTles of the uncli\-idcd Church, so that her bishops 
should be the Incre delegates of the Ron1an PontifC 
lidble to be deposed at his Inere ,,-ill. as thc eighty 
French bishops \\"cre by Pope Pius ''''1 I.. in his concordat 
with 'Napolcon 1. Our COtllnlUnion ""as rejected, because 
our forcfathers used the satne freedonl ,,'hich the Church 
of St. Augustine enjoycd."-t3;
 Br thi" S)'stoll bllilt OJI 
this fOl:f[oJ', the author appears to 111ean the divine 
suprclnacy of the Pope in full exercise in the U ni\rersal 
Church. 
 0'" a
 regards the first mistake, refercnce 
should ha\"c been Inade to some \\'riter of more authority 


432 ]::in'11 it '(111, p. :! 37, 
eq. 


,1;J:; Ibid.. p. 
56. 
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. on the ongIn and bearing of the Decretals than the 
Abbé Fleury. The nlerest tyro in Canon La\v knows 
that the false opinion of Fleury, and of t\\"O other 
\vriters, A. Theiner and I 1. ]
. Eichhorn, is at present 
- abandoned on cvery hand, and alnlost forgotten. Several 
\\'riters of great erudition and ability, Protestant as ,,-ell 
as Catholic, have discussed the matter, and have cOlne 
to a totally different conclusion. In addition to the t\\"O 
Rallerini, \\.hose opinion is of the very greatest ,,'eight, 
\ve J1lay cite \Valter, Rosshirt, l\Iöhler, Spittler, Plank, 
Drosle-Hulshoff, I(nust. A. \Vasscrschleben, Gfrörer, 
Hefele, Den7inger, Phillips, and Hinschius; and this list 
could be increased, if necessary. The \vorks of these 
\vriters show that the age of the Abbé }il eury and of 
Du Pin is dead and buried; history requires, in these 
our times, deep, critical study, not fanciful and à priori 
vie,,'s and puerile declanlations. 43 4- 
II. As regards the second error, \ve do not kno\v to 
\vhat scholar Dr. Pusey could makc appeal in support of 
his opinion. The Popes, as \ve have proved, evidently 
exercised their suprcnle jurisdiction over the \",hole 
Church long before the False Decretals had appeared in 
the \Vest. Their authority ""as based on the \vords 
addressed by Christ to St. Pcter; and on this head, 
at least, the Decretals contain nothing \\-hich \vas not 
laid do\vn by the Apostles, and constantly practised in 
the Universal Church. .J\gain, ""c are startled at llleet- 
ing \vith the bold assertion that the Church of England 
is no\v no J110re independent of Ronle, in fact, than \va
 
the African Church in the time of Augustine. 435 \\T c 


43t \Ve do not intend to speak here of the true author of the 
Decretals, nor of the age in which they were put in circulation. 
This controvcrsy, which has been so well treated by Inany learned 
writers, does not concern our argument so nearly as to make the 
· discussion of it necessary. 
436 EirC1lÏcOIl. p. 25 6 , and p. 66, seq. 
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do not intend at present to explain at length the 
controversy ,,'hich arose in the African Church on the 
occasion of the appeal of Apiarius to the Apostolic See. 
But \ve \\-ill nlake sonIC remarks on the subject, in order 
to solve the groundless objection against the Catholic 
doctrine. \\,hich is based on the incident. In the first 
place. St. Augustine, \\'ho is quoted as an authority upon 
, this point by the author of the l-:..'z"rl'lzicoll, bears clear 
testimony against the teaching of that book, for he 
ackno\vledges that even in the year 3 I I, before the 
Councils of Nicæa (325) and of Sardica (347), the Popes 
had exercised the suprenIe jurisdiction to decide eccle- 
siastical disputes ,vhich arose in the African Church. 43G 
Ln another place the same great Doctor openly confesses 
I that the Apostolic See held its supremacy long before 
I the assenlbling of the First General Council in the 
. Church. 4 : 37 Sccondly, it is altogether erroncous to assume 
that in 419 the African Church either ,\Tas ignorant 
of, or contradicted, the claim of the Pope to receive 
I appeals, and to rcversc, if he sa,v proper, the sentence 
of all ecclesiastical tribunals, or to appoint l1c\\r judges 
,,-ho should pronounce their sentence \vithout appeal. 
It is true that the African Fathers did not find in the 
records of the Nicene Council the canons to ,,-hich Pope 
Zosinlus appealed in his COllllIlOllitorÙI1Il
' nevertheless, 
they restored Apiarius to his fonner degree, according 
to the sentence of the Papal legates, \vho had been 
associated \\-ith the neighbouring bishops by the Ronlan 
Pontiff as judges in that cause. 43 & They could not 
refuse subn1ÏssÌon since they had ah\ ays ackno\\"ledged 


436 . A . E """ t 1 ... (0 " Ed " ' I 
S. ugustmus: ''J,ZS, x HI., nn. 7, 9 p", t. 11. . It..:., aur., 
pp. 69, 7 0 ). 
4:ij III ROlllll1/ll EccksÙl St.:lIlþtT Aþostolicæ Cat/h'drll: ,<-,igllit 
þri/lciþatus, 
c., 1. c., n. 7, p. 69. 
43
 See the vi. COU1/cil of Cartltage (Labbe, t, iii., p. 443, seq.) ; 
I:'þist. C01lâ/ii ad BOllifaCÙf11l I", n. 2 (Cou
tant., p. IOU). 
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the ]
on1an Pontiff as the \Ticar of Christ upon earth. 
Besides, as thc learned Ballerini renIarks,439 in all the 
letters addressed by the bishops of ....\frica to Popes 
Boniface I. and Celestine I., there is nothing \vhich can 
be understood to imply the least idea of resistance to 
the supren1e jurisdiction of the Pope in receiving appeals. 
All the reasons alleged in thenI by the African t-"athers 
refer to the discipline of the African Church, \vhich, as 
they thought, "'as not at variance ,,-ith any decree of 
a general council. Thcir reasons referred, also, to the 
distance of the t,,"O countries, thc difficulties of procuring- 
the necessary inforI1Iation, the danger of scandal 
'hich 
\vould frequently ari
e. and other inconveniences, \vhich 
do not relate to any clainl of jurisdiction. Nay, they 
tnade no objection to appeals of bishops to the Roman 
Pontiff: but only to those of the inferior clergy, to \\'hoD1, 
according to the ancient custolns of the ,i\frican Church, 
appeal to the Ronlan tribunal ,,'as not allo\ved. On this 
account decrees had been made in the Council of I-lippl..) 
(393). and in that of Carthage (397), that the causes of 
silnple priests should be definitively settled by the 
sentence of six bishops. Hut after the case of ....-\piarius, 
C'Treater aIlo\vances \\"(;re Inade in favour of the inferior 
b 
clergy, for they ,,-ere enabled to appeal to the provincial 
synods, and even to the general councils of all Africa. 
'There is no nIcntion of any decrec in the .l\frican 
councils by v;hich a bishop is prevented fronl appealing- 
to the Apostolic See, for it \"as ah\-ays understood that 
the callSú
 /llajorcs \vcre to be dcfinitely judged by thL: 
supreme tribunal of the Ronlan Pontiff. In confonnity 
,,"ith this state of the la,r, the lettcr addressed by the 
i\frican bishops to Pope Celestine supplicated hin1 not 
to admit the appeals of the inferior clergy, for this 


439 Ballerini: Ob.fcrva!iOJlt.:S ill i. þllr!t-"I/l Dis.iërt. v. QUt"S)h'lli, 
n, 30 (in Op. S. Lconis. t. ii., p. 97 I). 



I 
would be against the ancient discipline of the African 
Church. Hut ,,-ith regard to the bishops, they besought 
the Pope not to receive their appeals so easily, or to 
listen to their dcfencc. 4 .jo In proof of thi
, ""C nlay citc 
the i!1stancc of Anthony, Bishop of Fussala, \vho being 
deposed fronl his episcopal adll1inistration, appealed to 
Pope Boniface, the successor of Zozimus, and aftef\vards 
to Celestine. 1
his Pope !'ent legates into Africa to 
execute hi
 sentcnce. Xo,v the Africans did not decy 
the jurisdiction of the t\vo Popes \\"ho received the 
i <lppeal, but they conlplained only of the Inanner in 
\\-hich the Apostolic sentence had been carried into 
execution, the Papal legates having called in the support 
, of the civil authorities. COll1plaint ""as also nlade of 
the deceitful nlcans used by Bishop 
\nthony to gain 
the Pope o"cr to his side. 441 The African Church 
never denied the right of the Pope to reccive appeals 
in the case of bishops, and even of priests. Such a denial 
""as impo
sible, since that Church had ah\"ays looked upon 
the Ron1an Rishop, as not only its Patriarch, but also 
the suprenlc pastor of the Univcr::;al Church. H2 Y
ct, 
in the face of all this, \ye are told tha t the .l \nglican 
Church is not no,v more independent of ROBle than 
,vas the .African Church in the tiIl1C of St. ...-\ugustinc. 
IIad the author of the Eirt.'llicoJ/ attentively considered, 
with the learned Schclestrate and Ballerini, the ancient 
I1l0numents of the ....-\frican Church. hc \vould not have 
ventured upon so s\\"ceping an assertion. \ \T e refer 
the reader to the passagc in \\yhich :\lr. .:\l1ies, in his 
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.uo See Ballcrini in Obso-..'. cit", C. \"1", nn. 
O, 
I, &c. (I. c., 
p. 955, seq.). 
4U S S \ L
 ^ " . (0 " ) L 
 þ ' f. 
cc . _ ugust.: r...yut. CCIX.. n, 9 p", t. n., p. 593 ; .I:' 15. 
Afrorum ad Cæle.rtÙzulIl Ptlþa11t (Coustant.. p. 1058, scq.); Bini, 
_Yotæ Ùl COllc. Carth. (Labbe. t. iii., p. 455, seq.). 
H2 Schelestrate: E,x!t
sill {fricano, disscrt. i.. c. "iii., p. 56. 
Parisiis, 1679. 
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pamphlet on the Ancicnt Church, contrasts Anglican 
independence of the Pope and the union of the African 
Church \\"ith hin1 in St. Augustine's age. 44 :J \Ve further 
invite attention to the Catholic epistle of the African 
bishops of the seventh century to I>ope l\lartin in the 
Lateran Council, ,,'herein they bear the 1110st solenlIl 
testimony to the faith of their Fathers anll predecessors 
in ackno,,"ledging the divine supremacy of the Apostolic 
See. 444 
III. 1
ut Dr. Pusey, in C0111I1l0n ,,,ith nlany other 
anti-Catholic "Titers, insists on the Canons of Sardica 
as proving that the Papal prerogati,.e of receiving 
appeals does not rest on any divinely conferred right, 
but is of luerely ecclesiastical institution. A scholar is 
certainly far behind the present age in historical erudi- 
tion ,,,ho does not kno,,' that, long before the Council 
of Sardica, the }>opes received appeals fron1 all Churches 
and passed definitive sentence, especially in those causes 
of great importance ,,"hich \vere called callsæ IJllljOrcs. 
'The history of antiquity has preserved the records of 
the appeals uf Privatus Lanlbesitanus, "Tho had been 
condeluned by a synod of ninety bishops (25 0 ) ;44
 of 
Basilides of Astorga. and l\lartial of :\lerida (262) ;446 
of Paul of Sall1osata, \\"ho had been deposed in the 
Council of r\ntioch (262) ; 447 and of lllany similar cases: 
But especial mention must be I1lade of the appeal of 
St. Athanasius and of the other bishops \\'ho, on account 


-1-13 Allies: Dr. Pusey and tile J.lllcicllt Church, p. 61, seq. 
tH Labbe, t. ,"ii., p. 13 I, seq. 
4
á See Coustant.: Eþis!. RR. r P.-.JVotitia "pis!. 11011 eJ--taJ/t. 
.'icþllallz' Paþæ, n. ii., p. 223. In the course of this section we 

han answer the relnarks of Dr. Pusey on this appeal. 
4-16 See Balutius: 1\ 
otll ill EpÙt. lxviii. S. Cyþrialll
 p. 49 2 . 
Edit. Parisiis, 1726. Pamelius ill At/Ilot. ill .h:pis!. ci!. 
4tï Zaccaria: ...41ltifi'brollio, pt. ii" 1. iii., c. ii., sec. 6, p. 464, seq. 
Ccsenæ, 1770. 
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of their hcroic defcnce of the con substantiality of the 
Divine \ V onl, had becn expellcd frol11 their secs by the 
.. \rians. Julius hcard thenl, absoh"ccl them as innocent, 
.lncl \\-ith suprcnIc authority restored thCll1 to the sees of 
which thcy had becn most unjustly dcpri\Ted.'!48 That 
inlportant judgll1Cnt of the Ronlan See took placc, 
according to son1C authorities, in 337,449 according to 
othcrs, in 341 :.tjo that is at least six years before the 
Council of Sardica, ,,-hich did not Ineet till 347. Thus, 
,\-hate\-er the Canons of Sardica ill1ply, thcy certainly 
did not besto\v on the Popcs any ne\\ right, any right 
which had not been inherent in then1 by virtue of 
their divinc supren1acy, and \vhich they had not long 
before excrcised in the Universal Church. 4ã1 But the 
fact is, the Canons of Sardica contain nothing ,,-hich 
f
lvours thc interprctation put upon thenl. 
IV. The ".cll kno\\"n Canons of Sardica in question 
are thrce in nunlber: the third, the fourth, and the scventh 
-\vhich in the Greek text is nun1bered as thc fifth. 432 


.US Socrates: 1-1. E., 1. ii., cappo xi., X\-. Edit. Valcsii. pp. 89,91. 
Sozomcnus: H. E., 1. iii., c. viii. Edit. Valcsii, p. 50]. 
4-19 Coustant.: Opt cit., p. 351. Zaccaria: Thestlu rlts TlICO/Og.. 
1. vii., pt. i., p. ï
5, seq. 
01.;0 Valcsius: Obscr"i'atiollcs ill Socr. el SO:;Ol/l., 1. i., c. iii" p. 1]5. 
4;.1 This argumen.t has been treated with great erudition by- 
nallerini: ObStT"i'illiolll's in þl. i., diss. y" QlIt.sllellii (in Op. S. 
Leonis, t. ii". p. 925. seq"). Lupus: ..5'lIl/l/ll1l1ll Rom. .Aþosl. Sedi.)' 
Prh'il(f[lt/11l circa Ii:7'ocaliollcs i'l Aþþel/atiolles. Bononiæ. 1].p" 
Zaccaria: Up. cit.. pt. ii., c. ii.. n. 8, p. 4]0, scq. Stefanucci: 
IJisscrl. de .Aþþi'll.lliollibll
' ad Rom. Pontif. Edit. 1]68. 
4;;2 The three Canons of Sardica arc as follows: Canon iii. "Si 
in aliqua pro\-incia aliquis cpiscopus contra fratrenl SUllIn epis- 
copmn liteIll habuerit. ne UIlUS e),. duobus e),. alia pro\-incia ad,-occt 

'piscopU1n cognitorem. Quod si aliquis episcoporllln judicatus 
fucrit in aliqua causa et putet se bonam causam habere. ut iterUlu 
conciliUlll reno\-etur; si \"obis placet, S. Petri Apostoli HleIllorianl 
honoremus, ut scribatllr ab his qui CaUSaIll eXaJninarunt, Julio 
Rom. Episcopo; ct 
i judiëa\"crit rcnovandum esse judicium, 
K 
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No,v, the first of these docs not relate to appeals; 
the other t\\-O ackno\\.ledge appeals to the Pope as an 
historical fact, but they make no ne\v enactnlent ,vhat- 
ever regarding the right of appealing to the .A.postolic 
See. The ,,"ords, ., Let U
 honour the Inemory of the 
holy \postle Peter;' belong to the Third Canon only, 
by ".hich a ne\v di
cipline \\'as introduced, in no ,yay 
relating to appeals, nor to any revision \vhatever. Ac- 
cording to the old discipline, a bishop ,,"ho had been 
condenlned by a synod of his o,,,n province could 
appeal to a second synod, \\'hich ,\'as to be fonned of 
the bishops of the neighbouring province. These '''ere 
to be sU111monecl according to the ordinary procedure 
by the 111ctropolitan; but, by abuse, they had SOll1etilues 
been convoked by the condenlned bishop, or by his 
accuser. 45 : 3 The Fathers of Sardica, in the first part 
of their Third Canon, forbade this abuse. l\Ioreover, 


rcno\.etur, et det judiccs. Si autcnl proba\"crit talem causalll esse 
ut non refricentur ca qucC acta sunt; quæ decreverit confinnata. 
crunt." Canon i\". "Gaudentius episcopus dixit: Addendmll si 
placet, huic scntentiæ quam plcnanl sanctitate protulistis, ut cum 
aliquis episcopus depositus fuerit eorum episcopormll judicio, qui 
in vicinis locis c01nlnorantur, et proclama.verit agendum sibi nego- 
tiUln in urbe Roma; alter episcopus in ejus cathedra, post appella- 
tionel11 ejus qui videtur esse depositus, omnino non ordinetur nisi 
causa fuerit in judicio Episcopi R0111ani determinata
' (Labbe, t. ii" 
p. 674). Canon vii. .: Si episcopus accusatus fuerit, et 0111nes judi- 
ca\"erint episcopi regionis ipsius. ct de gradu suo eum dejecerint, 
si appellaverit et confugerit ad beatissimum ROll1. Ecclesiæ Epis- 
copunl. et voluerit se audiri; si justmll puta\-erit, ut reno\"etur 
cxalllen, scribere his episcopis dignetur Episcopus ROln. qui in 
finitima et propinqua aliqua provincia sunt, ut ipsi diligenter 
omnia requirant, et juxta fidenl yeritatis definiant. Quod si is . . . 
dcprecatione sua mo\"erit Episcopmll ROlll., ut de latp.re suo Pres- 
b) teros Inittat, erit in potèstatc quid yelit et quid æstimet," &c, 
(Ibid.. p. 675). 
4:)3 wlarchetti: DisSt"rl. Slit COliC. di Sardica, p. ii.. sec. ii., n. 30, 
seq., p. 133. seq, Roma, 1789. 
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with regard to the convocation of the seconù 
ynod by 
the tnetropolitan, they chang-cd the old discipline, for 
they decreed that, should the bishop condenlned by a 

ynod ask for a second trial, the nlatter should be 
refèrred to the Pupe. that he nlight judge ,,-hether or 
not justice required it, and if so, appoint ne\v judge
. 
This is the literal sense of the canon, ,\-hich can hardly 
bear a different tneaning.-l:. t l'he sinlplc perusal of 
I the text ,vill be sufficient tú prove that the canon in 
question does not grant any appeal. nor even any 
revision of the cause, as l)è 1farca inclines to think, 
and as Dr. Pusey so positi,-cly asserts; this opinion 
being founded on the fact that according to the Latin 
tcxt, the Pope is requested to appoint the judge of the 
ne\\- tribunal. and in the Greek he is requested to refer 
the case to the bishops of the neighbouring pro\-ince.4[.5 

 \5 regards the Fourth Canon, \\PC have in it one of the 
best proofs of the ancient and legitimate right of th<.: 
Pope to receive appeals, and to correct the sentences of 
synods \,'hen he found thenl erroneous. :For the bearing 
of the canon in question is sinlply to suspend the effect 
of every sentence of deposition and condemnation pro- 
nounced by the pro\-incial synods in the second instance 
until the Pope had decided the cause of the appellants. 
But the council did not say ,\ hether or not bishops \dl0 
had been judged in the second instance could appeal to 
the Pope; nor does it expressly grant to deposed bishops 
the prh-ilege of such an appeal. The council states no 
Inore than the follo\,'ing hypothetical ca
e: to Should the 
deposed bishop decJare that he ,,-ill pursue his cause 
J.t Ronlc, after the appeal Inade by hinl ,,-ho has been 
deposed, no othcr bishup nlust be ordained in his place 


4åt 
Iarchetti: 1. c. 
-t-. ò ..... , - . ., · ." 1'" 
,.,. IU rwv 'l
/T'dW';TCAJV 

 ='-;:u.rx"! :'7UJíU/':!A)It, 'EI 0=01. (.Ha' E
)tJ7j
al 
,,:,ì ðIXafJT
plfJ'J (Labbe. t. ii.
 p. 660,. 
} r .., 

 - 
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till the cause be decided by the judgnlent of the Ron1an 
Bishop." \Ve conclude then from this canon-(I.) that 
the custonl of appealing to the Pope, after the sentence 
of the tribunal in the second instance, existed long before 
the Council of Sardica, and remained unnlodificd by the 
decrees of that council; (2.) that since the judgnlent of 
the Pope \\yas effectual to annul the scntence of the 
tribunal in the second instance, the Council of Sardica 
thought tit to decree that in case of appeal to the Pope 
no bishop should be ordained in the place of hinl ,,,ho 
was deposed, because, should the sentence of deposition 
be reversed, the ne\\.ly-elccted bishop ,,"ould renlaill 
,\-ithout a sec. 'The Ineaning of this canon is so evident 
that it is needless to spend Inore titne on the explana- 
tion of it. Finally, the Se\genth Canon is so plain as 
scarcely to require elucidation. The object is to ell- 
furce the ordinary discipline of the Church concerning 
appeals to the suprclne tribunal in causes ".hich had 
not passed through the courts of inferior jurisdictioll" 
Doubtless, in case of appeal, the Pope could ex plclli- 
tllt/lllC potestatis decide a cause ,yhich had been judged 
by a tribunal of the first instance only; but the council 
intcnded to state and enforce the ordinary discipline 
\\,hich the Pope, as suprenlC defender of the la\\'s of the 
Church, ought in ordinary cascs to 111aintain and enforce; 
a decree ,\'as therefore enacted that, "Should a bishop. 
j 
ldged and deposed by a tribunal of the first instance, 
appeal to the Pope. if the Pontiff thinks fit to grant a 
llè\\- trial, he ,,"ill be plcased to ,,-rite to the bishops of 
the neighbouring province to cxan1Ïne the cause in 
synod. But it ,\"ill be in his pO"9cr, if he pleases, to send 
his legates to the synod. that they n1ay take part in the 
judglncnt." \Ve see then that in this canon, no 1l10rC 
than in the one "'C haye bcfore considered, the right of 
the appellant is not questioned as if such appeals "'ere a 
llC\V practice, unheard of before the Council of Sardica; 
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the right is, on the contrary, fully ackno\\Tledged by the 
Fathers as a legitinlate course of proceeding, \d1Ïch they 
by no nlcans ccnsure or n:form. 'rhus there is no colour 
for the assertion that the Pot)e
 ,,-ere endo\\-ed ,,-ith the 
J. 
nc\v prerogati\-c of rccei,-ing appeals by the Canons of 
Sardica alone. 
V. Dr. Pusey seenlS to bclie\-c that Popc Zosinlu=-" 
in the COlllllloltitorÙlI1l g-i,'en to the legates \\-hom he 
sent h) i\frica,4:íH quotes the '[hird Canon of Sardica ; 
but this is n0t so, and hence the renlarks of the learned 
professor on the \\'ord::;, "l..ct tiS honour the nlenlory of 
the holy Apostle Peter," on \\-hich so great a stress is 
laid, falls to the ground. Zosinlus quoted Canon vii. 
of Sardica,4;-.7 in order to sho,," that he did not intend to 
-act in the case of Apiarius according to his extraordi- 
nary jurisdiction, l:r p/cllitlldillt' po testa tis, but according 
to the ordinary discipline of the Uni\"ersal Church. I-Ie 
therefore did not hinlself pronounce sentence in the 
n1atter, but ,,'as content ,,-ith appointing ne\'" judges in 
r\frica, and sent his Icgatcs thither in accordance \\-ith 


-\:.,. COlllllflJI1I1N"Ù/JIl Zosillli I'tlþrc tld Lt:1{alos (Coustant p. 98 I. 
seq.). 
-I,;;' Zosimus quotes in his CommonittJrium the Canons of 
Sardica as if they belonged to Xicæa, hecause in Llll the nld 
manuscripts they arc found with the .\cts of the X icenc Synod 
without any distinct title: so that not only Zosimus and Boniface. 
but also St. Jerome, Innocent 1.. St. Leo, &c.. caned theln 
icenc 
Canons. The old codices. \\ hich still exist. contain the Canons uf 
Sarrlica with the 
\cts of 
ica
a. without any distinction ,\ hatcycr. 
{Coustant., J
.:pisl. R R. r P., p. lxxyii., n. S-t., Hallerini: De ...1 Iltiq. 
('o/kd. CLlIl., pt. ii., c. i., scc. iii., n. 19. in Op. S. Lconis, t. iii., 
p. lxii. 
larchetti: Op. cit., pt. ii., scc. ,., n. 6:!, p. :!:!8. seq.) Had 
the Popes known for certain that these canons belonged to the 
Council of 
ardica, they would have Inadc the fact known tu the 
African Church, since this Church c:\.pressed its readiness to con- 
form to thClll had they been decreed by any Catholic Council. -See 
Ballerini's Obser'i.'. Î1l flisStTt. \. QJlt"SIlt"llii, pt. i., c. yi.. n. xx. (in 
Opt S. Leonis, 1. ii., p. 955). 



t 50 The !)'lIprt!lllc A IIthori!)' of tltl' Pope. 


tht: di:",ciplinc tnentioneJ in the Council of Sardica. 1 Ie 
tllOrCOVer quoted Can(.n x\,ii. of the san1e synod, ,,-ith 
the saInc purpose of sho\\'ing that, according to the 
discipline then in vig-our. any of the inferior clergy, after 
COllde1l1nation by his bishop, had a right to ha\"e his 
cause reheard by a tribunal of the second in
tance. The 
object of the Pope in thi:", quotation ".as to sho,\y that he 
had acted in hannony ,,'ith the canons of the Church 
\\-hen he rcsohyed to cOInnlit Apiarius, a silnple priest, 
to the judgn1cnt of d second tribunal of bishops" In this 
l11anner the \Ficar of Christ luanifcsted those feelings 
c)f lllodcration, of l11l1nility, and of lueekness, of \"hich 
Christ Ii iIl1self set so perfect an exatnple. 
 everthc- 
less, Zosinlus did nol in any Jegree 10,,'cr his suprcnlè 
authority, nor "'ere the... \frican bishops tcnlpted by the 
Pope's forbearance to din1Ïnish in any degree their 
respectful subn1Ïssioll to the Pontifi
 The address of 
the bishops assclubled at :\Iilc\-is had already shown 
\\"hat \\-ere their sentin1ents ,,,ith n
gard to the supre- 
Inacy of the .:. \postolic See; -t:)s and C\-Cll in the 111atter 
before us, as has been rClnarked abo\'c, they ga\'e proof 
of their respect and obedience to thc suprclne jurisdic- 
tion, ,,-hich, not lung- before, Zosinlu
 hinlself had 
authoritatively clainled in the contro\-ersy of Cclestine.4;;!
 
I t is true that in the council held at Carthage in 4 I S). 
the inferior clergy \\'cre forbidden, under pain of CXC0I11- 
Illunication, to appeal to ROlue; but \\'C Inust renlark 
tìr
t, that in the saIne canon the African bishops decreed 
that froln that tinlC forth priests and deacons could 
have a first and seconù appeal frOl11 the sentence of 
thcir bishops to the pro\.incial synod, and again to thc 


...,i
 l...pisl. Jlik"i,it. COlli". ad [;U!OÙ'lItÙIIIl I. (Coustant., p. Sï3. 
:;
q"). 
-l:í9 S. Zosimus: l;;þist. xii., ad .\)'J/od. c...:arthag., n. I. (Coustant., 
p. 97 
). 
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general synod of Africa; and that they introduccd this 
change into their ancient discipline in order to render 
it confonnablc ,,'ith the Sevcntecnth Canon of Sardica 
mentioned in the Co IJ/lll on itorill III of I>opc Zosimus. 
Secondly, neither Pope Zosimus nor his successor, Boni- 
face, ever condemned or rescinded the African discipline 
which forbade the African clergy to appeal to Rome. 
\ Ve cannot then ,vonder if the ./.. \frican bishops, after 
having made great concessions to the inferior clcrgy, 
and put thenl, ,,-ith regard to appeals, on a lc\"el ,,,ith 
the bishops thenlselves, thus enfoJ;ccd and sanctioned 
their ancient discipline, Inore especially since civil and 
ecclesiastical la"p have alike c\-cr condelnned appeals 
which do not keep the order established by the la\v. 
Tn a ,vord, the ...'\Jrican controversy concerning appeals 
has nothing to do ,,'ith the ackno\vledged supremacy 
of the Pope and his right to receive appeals as a 
supreme judge appointed by God over the \\'hole 
Church. It Inust be considered as having a double 
bearing. The African bishops on thc one hand \vere 
anxious to prevcnt abuses, and to check the auda- 
city, deceit, and scandalous excesses of guilty clerics, 
who endeavoured to set at naught the authority of 
thc la,,'s of the Church, by obtaining at Ronlc, through 
unla \vful lneans, an undeserved protection. On the 
other hand, the African synod in the above-mentioned 
canon forbade nothing but the fonnal and judicial 
appeal uf the inferior clergy to the See of Rome; 
it did not, 
.ìnd it could not, forbid thcir private re- 
course to the suprenle pastor of the Church; and if, 
under any exceptional circuIustances, the Pope sa,\" fit, 
he might suspend thc effect of the general canon, and 
enable the condenlncù pricst or deacon to lay a formal 
and judicial appeal before his court. FroIn all this \ve 
conclude that neithcr the Canons of Sardica, nor the 
controversy about appeals carried on for five years in 
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Africa, can iInpeach either the ackno,,'ledged divine 
supremacy of the Pope, or his right to receive appeals 
as the supreme judge over the Universal Church. 
VI. Rut other difficulties reInain to be considered. 
,vhich have been brought fOf\\"ard in order to \\-eaken 
the argunlent ,,"hich ,ve derive fronl the right of appeal 
in favonr of our position. \\'" c \vill again quote fronl 
Dr. Pusey: "Heretics," he says, "or bad tnen excom- 
municated in their o\\"n country, betook thelnselves to 
Rome, \\'here their nlcrits \verc not knO\\ìl; as, contrari- 
,,'ise, Pelagius, cond
lnncd in the \Vest, betook hinlself 
to the East."460 Assume that the fact is so. If baù 
men like l\'Iarcion, and good t11cn, like St. Athanasius. 
appealed to H..onle, it is clear that the .L\postolic See 
had a right to judge ane\v, and to reverse, if faulty. 
the sentcnce by \\"hich they had been condemned. If, 
on the other hand, bad 111en condenlned in the \Vest 
betook themselves to the 
-:ast, this dOès not prove that 
the East had any authority of reversing sentences pro- 
nounced against a criminal by an ecclesiastical tribunal 
in the \tVest. Throughout Church history, no single 
instance could be found of an appeal carried to an 
Eastern synod. provincial or general, or to any of the 
Oriental Patriarchs, froIn a sentence of a \Vestern synod 
under the sanction of a Pope. But innunlerable examples 
occur of persons ,vho, 
fter condemnation in the East, 
appealed to the Papal court, and of this sufficient proof 
has been given in the t\VO preceding sections. It is 
true that bad 111cn, ,vho had been condenll1ed in the 
\Vest, often betook themselves to the East, in order 
there to do the mischief \vhich the notoriety of their 
true character rendered ilnIYOssible else\\-hcre. Such a 
one \vas Pelagius; he d
fend-ed his errors in the synods 
both of J erusalenl .and of Diospolis, but he appeared 


4(;0 EirCllicoll, p. 73- 
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bcfor
 these asseInblies as a crin1Ïnal-his accusers 
being, in the former, Orosius, in the latter, :Eros and 
Lazarus, t\\"O bishops of Gau1. 4H1 But Dr. Pusey con- 
tinues. h The case of Basilides and :\1artialis is more 
interesting, because the people and the clergy of 
.t\storga, :\Ierida, and Leon, had appealed to St. Cyprian. 
\vho, assenlbling thirty-seven other bishops, in a syno- 
dical letter judged that the deposition of Basilides and 
::\IartiaIis "'as right; the election of Felix and Sabinu
. 
of \vhich an account had been sent, \vas canonicaL" 
&C. 462 \Vhat conclusion is meant to be dra\\ìl fronl 
this? Is it that the Pope had no right to recei\"e 
appeals before the grant to hinl of that privilege by the 
Council of Sardica, or that St. Cyprian "'as an advocate 
of the Protestant doctrine, anù denied the right of the 
Pope to judge all causes; \\.hcrever they 111ight arisc? 
\Vhy, the very fact of the appeal of Basilides and l\Iartialis 
to the Apostolic See, and the judgment pronounced by 
Pope Stephen in thcir casc, is an evident proof that 
the right of the Pontiff to receive appeals ,,'as practically 
ackno,,-ledgcd by the Universal Church. Nor can it 
be said that St. Cyprian denied that Papal prerogativ
. 
for neither from his Sixty-eighth .Epistle, nor from any 
other place in his ,,-ritings, can a single \\.ord be cited 
\vhich inIplics a charge against the Ronlan Pontiff of 
usurping episcopal rights. 
Ioreover, in the Fifty-fifth 
Epistle, he ackno,,'ledgcs the right of the J. \postolic See 
to receive the appeal of Privatus Lambesitanus, a bishop 
\\"ho had been conde111ncd by the Ì\\"O African synods. 4 G:) 
If, in the sanle letter, he seenlS to speak sonIc\\'hat 


"t;} )Iarius :\1 creator, editus a Garncrio, S.],: lJiss. ii. dc'S)'llOdÙ 
Izabi!is ill causa Pt'!t
t;Ùllza, t. i.. p. 165. seq.. p. 169, seq. Parisiis. 
1673. 
41i2 l:"irt.:IlÙ:oll, p. 75. 
463 P. 84-. Edit. Balutii. Ibid., Eþis!. xxx., Cieri ROJn. ad 
S. C)'þriall1/lIz, p. .p. 
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harshly of appeals to }{otnc, he is not considering 
appeals of bishops, but those of sitnplc priests, such 
as Fortunatus and 11'clicissinlus, to ,,-honl thc .l\frican 
discipline did not aHa". rccourse to ROBle. 51. Cyprian. 
",hen eXplaining and justifying this discipline, does not 
deny to the J>ope the suprclne po""er {'v plcllitltdillc 
þotcstatiJ'.4H! N either is this the ûnly case in ,vhich, 
,,'hilc 51. Cyprian "'as Prinlate of Carthage, appeals of 
bishops '\-ere carried to H..otnc. I Ie nlctltions the appeal 
of Bishop No,'atus, and ,,-hen stating the crimes by 
which he incurred condcn1nation by the bishops of 
Africa, he docs not at all deny the right of appea1ing,4tì:t 
declaring- that all causes of great importance (Cfll/SúJ 
JJlflJorcs) should be referred to the Papal tribunal.':(jß 
Xay, 51. Cyprian hinlself applied to Pope Stephen to 
transfer the cause of 1\Iarcianus, Bishop of l\rles, guilty 
of Ko\'atianisnl, to his o\\-n tribunal, and to condenlll 
and depri\'c hiBl of his see, in order that they nlight 
proceed to elect another bishop in his stead. 467 De 
:\Iarca, ,,'hose authority is so highly appreciatcd by 
Protestant \\Titers, relnarks, on this point: .c In vain 
do ]>rotestants endca\-our to tnake little of this testi- 
luony, for it i
 futile to say that l\Iarcianus ,,'as not 
deposed by Stephen. but only declared ,,'orthy to be 
deposed. S1. Cypridll plainly requires of Stephen, in 


4G-1 L. c., p. 86. In this letter St. C) prian giycs t\\ 0 reasons for 
which that discipline had heed established in Africa for the inferior 
clergy. (I.).
 Oportct cos quibus præsUlllus non circUlllcursare." 
(2.) "
cc episcoponnll concordianl coh(
renteln subdola et fallaci 
tC111eritate colliderc." Such were the faults of the inferior African 
clergy, which that discipline intended to obviatc.-See Lupus: De- 

lfricaJlæ Ecclt:siæ _lþþcllatiollibu.r, c. x\'ii., Op., t. viii., p. 220. 
4G.j S. Cyprianus: ApÙt. xlix., ad CorllcliulIl, p. 64-. Edit. Balut. 
4G6 Ibid., .EpÙt. h'., at! COYllcIÙl1Il, p, 83. 
4Gj Ibid., Eþist. lxvii.. ad Stlþhalllllll Paþalll, p. 116. "Diri- 
gantur in provincialll ct ad plebcll1 Arclate consistentclll a tc litteræ 
quibus, abstento ::\larciano, alius in loco cjus substituatur," &c. 
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the nlost explicit nlanncr, to condenln l\Iarcianus by 
his letters, and let another be appointed to his see. 4GS 
\TIT. Hut, on the other hand, it is absurd to say that 
the people and the clergy of Astorga apl>t:ll/ä! to 5t: 
Cyprian. .c\ccording to the theory put fon\"ard by Dr. 
Pusey, all bishops are equal; so that each diocese is 
a perf
ctly ind
pcndent church, and is to act on the 
principle of episcopal independence. X 0\\" it cannot be 
denied that appeal is a recourse fronl a sentence of an 
inferior to a superior judge; a JI/ÙIOrl
 judict' ad llzajon.:1Jl, 
fro'i'ocatÍo, say the jurists. I lo,," then, on the theory 
just Inentioncd, could the people and clergy of ,l\storga 
appeal to St. Cyprian frol11 thc sentence of Pope 
Stèphen ? Even if Stcphen "-ère not the suprenlc 
pastor of the ,,"hole Church, he ,,-as undoubtedly the 
Patriarch of the \Ycst, and hence had, in virtue even 
of that dignity, the right of judging in the last instance. 
I Ie ,,-as at least a bishop, and as Dr. Pusey ,,"ould grant, 
in no respect inferior to 51. Cyprian. 1-10"", thcn, could 
an appeal be nlc:lde frol11 his sentence to the tribun
l 
t)f an J.. \frican bishop? But \\'c need not ù\\"cll on this 
discussion, ,,-hcn the \ ery letter of St. Cyprian to the 
clergy and people of Spain plainly tells us ,,"hat \\"as the 
nature of their application to thc Bishop of Carthage. 
.. .I-\s soon as ,,-c as
elllblcd," \\-rites St. Cyprian (.lnd the 
other bishops ,rith hiln, .. \\-e read your letters . . . in 
,\ hich you infonn us that Basilidcs and _\Iartialis, being 
found guilty of the charges of idolatry and other ne- 
farious criln
s. ought not to preserve thcir episcopal 
dignity and the aùnlinistration of th
 ùiyine pricsthood. 
.. \nd you \\-ish that \\"C shoulù ans\\'cr your qucstion, 
that your just "and necessary anxiety l11ight be allayed 
by the consolation or thl.: hl.:lp of our upinion. 1J 1
hcy 
continlll': : h But, bettcr than our ach'ice. the divine 


-Itd Dc .:\Iarca: IJ t " CO//ú J n{Ùl, 1. i., c. x., n. viii., p. 4
. 
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precepts ,,-ill satisfy your de:-;ires." :f(j!) K 0\\", ,,-ho does 
not see that the clergy of Spain, and, in an especial 
manner, the t\\.o bishops ne\\'Iy consecrated in the place 
of Basilides and ::\Iartialis, nlerely sought advice in 
. addressing then1selvcs to the Prin1ate of J\frica. They 
propose to hiln a case of conscience and of Canon L,a\\. 
They ,,-ish to kno\\- \\ hether the election and consecra- 
tion of Felix and Sabinus, after the ùeposition of 
Basilides and 
Iartia1is, had been canonical and valid; 
,vhether the deceit and fraud used at Rotne by Basilide:"\ 
and l\Iartialis could have the effect of invalidating the 
la\\-ful and canonical election and consecration of the 
t\yO ne\\"ly-appointed bishop
. The synod assetnbled 
by 51. Cyprian exan1Îned the proposed question, and 
-gave an opinion thereon. Thi
 has nothing to do ,,-ith 
fonnal appeals. 
VIII. Finally, Dr. Pusey, follo\\Oing in the footsteps 
of De l\Iarca,4io gives the nan1e relatiolls to \,-hat all 
antiquity calls appeals
. and he retllarks that, "These, 
in the tinles nearest to the ..I \postles, ,,'ere '"cry different 
froln those ,,-hich thc Church of England laid aside."41l 
In the tinlcs ncarest to thc l\postles, thc head of the 
Church, the Ronlan l)ontiff, had thc saine authority, the 
sanIe jurisdiction, as in the fifth or in the sixtcenth 
century, bccause his authority and his jurisdiction are 
of divine origin. But the fonn in \vhich he exercised 
this jurisdiction in ccdcsiastical judgll1cnts \\-as not 
ahvays the same, for it yaried according to the rcquire- 
l11cnts of the discipline of successive ccnturies, and of 
thc divers needs of thc Church and particular pro- 
vinces. Dr. Pusey first confounds substance \\'ith acci- 
. dent, and then, \\-ith no less incon
istcÍ1cy, concludes 


4(jJ S. Cyprianus: .E.pist. lxyiii.. p. I I ï. 
4,0 Dc 
Iarca: Op. cit., 1. i., c. x., n. 
, seq.. p. 37, seq. 
4i1 EirolÍcou, p. 7 6 . 
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that the l
nglish Church, in the 
ixteenth centul)9, diù 
l1l0rC than the African in the fifth. \ V e ha \"c seen ho,,,.. 
this author has Inisconceivcd anù misrepresented the 
African controversy concerning appeals to l{ome. The 
African Church did not complain in the fifth century, 
1110re than in the fourth, of the supren1e authority of 
the l>ope, nor of H..Olnan appeals; it n1erely protested 
in fa,"our of an old provincial cust0111, ,,'hich no la\\r, 
either of Popes or of general councils, had ever repealed. 
1
hc ]
nglish Church, in the sixteenth century, rejccted 
R01l1an appcals bccause it rcfuscd to ackno\\-ledgc the 
di\"ine supremacy of thc J.\postolic ::)ce. 


SEC'fION \TII. 


G.\LLICAXIS
I: ITS ORIGIX, ITS PROGRE
S. ITS 
TEXDEKCY ..\XD EFFECTS. 


L DR. PCSEY and Protestants in general show. great 
sYlnpathy for the Gallican Church of the tinle of 
Louis XI\T. They appeal to the "Titers of that country 
and period as to infallible oracles; eulogize thcir 
works as treasures of erudition, and dra\\r upon then1 
a
 storehouses for charges against the Catholic Church. 
l)u Pin. Fleury, and the author of the DifCJlsÎo Dcela- 
f-atiollis Cieri Gallict1lli, are, in the eyes of Protestants, 

rcat nanles before ,,-h0111 all nlust bo,\p. 1
he Gallican 
systel11 seenlS to thenl the pure systeln established by 
the .t\postles before the Papal usurpations; and they 
are indignant at those \\"ho dare to- assert that Galli- 
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canisnl is no,\-" extinct in I
"'rance. Dr. Pusey throughout 
his ,b'ircJ1icOll expresses sentinlcnts such as these, and 
gOl:S so far as to say that he ,,'ould rest his principles 
on the Gallican systenl; that the Church of Du Pin 
\vould have been able to restore conlmunion on the basis 
of the explanation appended to the .l\rticles of Lalubeth, 
H had not the ascendancy of the Jesuits quenched the 
hope of the restoration of the union;" -Ii:? that "he \,.ould 
long to see the Church united on the ternlS \vhich," as 
he fancies, (( Hosst1et ,,'ould haye sanctioned."4i3 In 
\vriting this, Dr. Pusey has falIen into three palpable 
l11istakes. First, he seenlS to belicvc that the Gallican 
Church and its principal ,,'riters agree ,,'ith him on 
the essential question of Papal authority. Secondly, he 
represents the Gallican systenl as a source of liberty 
and independence for the episcopacy. 'fhirdly, he 
thinks that the Gallican doctrines "'ere those of the 
early Church, not only in l:;"rance, but also in the ".hole 
\vorld. These three points once explained, no ground 
\vill renlain for ilnagining that the GaIlican systenl gives 
any countenance to the opinions of Protestants. 
II. First, the Gallican school, in all its phases, has 
ever professed to believe that the Papal sllprelnacy \\.as 
of divine institution; that the Pope is not only the first 
in order aillong- the bishops, but that he has also a real 
jurisdiction over thc \\-holc Church, and is the centrc of 
unity in the Church; that hc can exercise a coerci\.c 
pO\\Tr in order to enforce this jurisdiction: and, finally. 
that conlnlunion ,,-ith the Pope is equivalent to COll1- 
nlunion ,,-ith the Church, and is, therefore, necessary 
to salvation. \Ve challenge our adversaries to point 
out a single theologian of the Gallican school, e\.en of 
the times of Louis XIV. or his successor, ,vho docs not 
explicitly nlaintain these doctrines, ,yhich are essential 


472 EÙCllictJ11, p. 23 6 . 


4;3 Ibid., p. 335. 
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to Catholic comnlunion, and as such, plainly professed 
in the famous _ \rticles of the Gallican Church. Hence, 
Du Pin \vas suspected of Protestant principles; and 
on this account strongly opposed by Bossuct,4'ï.J severely 
censured by Pope CIClnent XL, and obliged by Harley, 
Archbishop of Paris,4i,'} to nlake a solemn recantation of 
his errors against the Apostolic See. Du Pin did not 
belong to the Gallican so l1luch as to the J anscnistic 
school in France: he "'as a Jansenist at heart, and in 
the opinion of Illany, a Protestant. Certainly his 
E
t:plallatioll of the Thir!.J'-JlÙzC A rticlcs, offered to the 
Anglican }-i:stablishn1cnt in the person of ..A.rchbishop 
'Vake, did not originate, as Dr. Pusey asserts,47ü from 
," the Ronlan side," but fronl a J ansenistic plot, in \vhich 
Du Pin ,vas the principal agent. I Ience the COll11Jlolli- 
lorÙt11l of Du Pin cannot be supposed to represent the 
n1Índ of the 1110derate Gallicans of 1719. as Dr. Pusey 
imagines it to do. 4i7 The n10derate members of the 
party at that date follo\ved the exaInple of Bossuet in 
condenlning the audacious Inaxill1s put forth by Du Pin 
.against the suprenlacy of the Pope, ,,-hich they ever 
nlaintained according to the principles of the Catholic 
Church. \Ye have already relnarked that the .t\ssembly 
of 1682 itself, in the first of the ,,-cll-kno,,'n Four 
.l\rticles, affirn1ed the divine suprell1acy of the Roman 
Pontif( \Ve do not. ho\,"ever, deny that Gallicanism, 
,considered in its natural tendency, is truly a schism in 
disguise. Its' real nature ,vas sufficiently rC\Taled by 
Febronius. the disciplc of Van "Espen, by ,,-horn its 
genuine principlcs \\.crc developed and propagated: but 
"'C I11ust distinguish the historical fro 01 the logical 


1;-1 See the first section of this book, n. iv., p. 16. 
47'> Feller: Did. Ilist. Art. flu Pill, t. xiii.
 p. -1-31. Paris, 
18
7-29. 
4j(i r...
irl-'IlÙ-01t, p. 210. 
-I7T Ibid., p. 2 I:. 



160 The SuþroJlt' A utltority of the Po},,'. 


question. Gallicanis111, historically consiùered, ,vas an 
offshoot of Protestantisll1, and the ,veIl-spring of J1"'ebro- 
nianism. This is the reason of the syn1pathy evinced 
for it by Dr. Pusey and Protcstants generally. But 
Gallicanisnl, regarded logically, did not assert an entire 
independence of the Holy Sec. nor did it leave to the 
Pope luerely the enlpty titlc of I-Iead of the Church, 
\\-ithout jurisdiction. 4ïg I fence the Gallican Church ,vas 
never cut off fron1 Catholic comn1union, nor conden1ned 
by any fonnal judgment of the l\postolic See as guilty 
of heresy or of schisn1. An historical sketch of the 
origin, progress, and developlTIent of the Gallican systeln 
\\"ill put this, question in a ne,\" light, and ,vill sho,v 
plainly ,,,hether the systcnl '\"as the support of the 
ecclesiastical liberty of France, or rather the source of 
its servitude and depression. 
I I 1. Long before the prctendeJ Council of BasIc 
the seeds of schisnl and rebellion against the supreme 
authority of the Church had spread over Europe. IVlany 
causes concurred in fostering this evil tendency and 
widening its effccts; among \\"hich causes no little 
influence l1lust be ascribed to the revival of the H..Oll1an 
jurisprudence. The ne\\r jurisconsults, inspired ,\-ith the 
pagan 11laxims of ilTIperial autocracy, regarded the juris- 
diction of the lIoly See as an unla\\"ful usurpation of the 
rights of the civil authority. J
y exaggerated doctrines 
regarding the prerof;atives of princes and Enlperors, I 
these la',"yers createJ a jealousy of Papal authority. I 
I n the nanle of the independence and po\ver of princes, 
they declared the bitterest '\"ar against thc jur!sdiction 
of the Apostolic See, and drove tenlporal rulers into a 
. I 


4;'8 Héricourt: Les Loi.r Eccllsiastiql/cs tit-' rl-allcc, pt. i., c. xvii., 
)1" 115. Paris, 172 I. 1\1. Héricourt protests against those who 
.. font consister nos libertés dans une indépendance entière du Saint 
Siége, laissant au Pape un vain titre de chef de l'Eglise sans aucunc 
jurisdiction." 
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nliserable struggle ,vith the supreme pastor of the 
Church. Such ,\'as the source ,vhence sprang the 
\vicked atten1pts of Philip the I;air, Ki.ng of I
rance, 
against Boniface VII!., and of Louis of Bavaria, the 
pretender to the imperial cro\vn, against John XXII. 
But the long residence of the Popes at r\vignon, 
foIlo\ved, after their return to H..on1e, by the Western 
schism, caused these schisnlatical principles to spread 
far and \vide, and to strike deep root in Europe. The 
Papal authority at this tin1e \\'as every\vhere disparaged 
and vilified. 1'he competitors for the Popedo111 clung 
to princes for Sl1 pport, and these sold their protection 
at a very dear price. 
IV. But ,,-hilst the \Vestern Church ,vas rent 
by schisnl, ,vhilst the Pontifical authority ,vas ever 
sinking lo,ver and lower, through the contention of 
parties and the rivalry of aspirants to the Papal Chair, 
and a licentious freedom ,vas spreading far and ,vide, 
a conllnon earnest desire gre\v gradually anlong the 
different factions to put an end to the unhappy state of 
things and to restore to the Church its unity, discipline, 
and order. But disappointnlent in the past and despair 
of success in the future, caused a new division among 
those \vho entertained this "'ish, as to the means best 
adapted for attaining the intended purpose. T\vo parties 
sprang up among the theologians of that age. The first 
\\
as disposed to carryon the ,york of refornlation by 
using violence against the contending Pope::;, and, 
ready even to cast off the yoke of central authority 
in favour of the institution of national and independent 
churches, aimed at effecting a radical revolution in the 
Church, at originating a movement \vhich, once on foot, 
,vould have infallibly led to a formal schisnl. Such a 
tnoven1ent had already been initiated in the fourteenth 
century by the factions of Philip the 11'air and Louis 
of Bavaria, both of ,,,horn had sought to put arbitrary 
L 
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limits to Papal authority. ""e find the seeds of their 
schisn1atical principles more or less developed in the 
,yorks of Occan1,4i9 Ægidius de Colulnna,480 John of 
Paris,4s1 and 
specially of John of J anduno,48
 and 
Marsilius of Padua. 483 ]
ut side by side ,,'ith this reck- 
less party stood a n10re 11loderate one, headed by 
D'Ailly,4St Gerson,48:> 
icholas Cusa,48û John 1\1 ajor,4S1 
] ames Almain,488 and Nicholas of Clenlangis hinlsel[4S9 
These held fast, indeed, to the essential necessity of unity 
in the Church, and of conlll1union ,,'ith the Apostolic 
See; they ackno\vledged the divine supremacy of the 
Pope as identical \\'ith the essence of Christianity itself, 
but they lo,vered the divine authority of that soyercign 
head, subordinating it to the po\\'er of the one U ni,"ersal 


4;9 Occan1: Dialoglls (Goldasti :\Ionarchia, t. ii.); Octo Qlfacs- 
/iOlll'S (ibid). 
480 Ægidius of Colonna: Q//æstio ill lItra11zqzu' jartelll dÙþu- 
tala11l de Potestale Rl'gia t:t P01ltijiâa (Goldasti 1\Ion.. t. ii.). 
481 John of Paris: Dc Potesta Ie Rq:ia ct PaþaU (Goldasti 
l\Ionar., t. ii.). 
482 John of J anduno helped 
larsilius of Padua in his \\ ork, 
Dtfcllsor Pacis. He hilnself wrote a book, Dc Po/estate I
ccksi- 
aslica (in :\IS. Bib!., Colbert., cod. 506). 
483 ::\larsilius of Padua: Dlýellsor PaCl"s
' Dt' Trall.dlltiollt 
Imþt'Yii (Goldasti 1\lonarchia, t. ii.). 
48.J: Petrus de Alliaco: Dc lli'cessilate reforJllatiollis EccksÙr Ùr. 
caþi!e t't Ùl lllt'1I1bris (in Ope Gersonis, t. ii., p. 885, seq. Edit. 
Du Pin). 
48:; Gerson: Opera, t. ii., p. 2-1-6, De Polt-state Eccle.riastiü"l, 
con sid. xii., &c. Likewise in other works, such as the De alfferi- 
bilitate Paþæ ab Eccksia
. De JIodis 1lllioidi cl rcformalldi 
EccÜsial1l ill COllcillo UJl i'i1f.Tsa Ii, &c. 
486 Nicholaus Cusanl1s: De COllcordia Cailiolit-a libri Ires (Op., 
t. ii. Edit. Basileæ). 
487 J oannes l\lajor: COlJZJJlCll!. ill lib. SCllt., 1. Ï\'., dist. xxiv. (in 
Gersonis Op., t. ii., p. I 1:2 I). 
488 J ac. Almainus: E:tþositio circa decisioncs JI. Guil. Occam 
suþer PoÜstate R. POlltif. (in Gersonis Qp., t. ii.. p. 2-1-3). 
4
9 )J"icholaus de Clemangis: Dc RUÙZfl Ecclcsiæ. 
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Church, ,,'hich they put fOf\\-arcl as the high cst ful- 
filment of the economy of Christ. Consequently, the 
authority of single bishops ,vas n1agnified more than 
,\"as fit, the independence of single national churches ,vas 
proclailned, and Popes "Tcre subjccted to the control of 
general councils. This party, in their desire to heal the 
unhappy schism, sa\v no other means to attain that end 
but to establish as a general theory for the normal state 
of the Church, ,\"hat ""as adapted only to the particular 
and transitory state of schism. Their idea ,,-as that the 
episcopate assembled in a general council could alone 
do a,vay \vith the schisnl ; but ho,v assenlble a general 
council, ,vhen its convocation needed the concurrence 
of both the competitors for the Papal Chair, and 
each of them, Peter de Luna especially, sho\\"ed 
hin1self disinclined to take part in such a pro- 
ceeding. Even if the Ì\vo parties had agreed in con- 
voking a council, ,,-ould thcy subn1it to its decrees 
concerning either the union or the refonnation of the 
Church? In these circumstances, the more moderate 
theologians believed that no theory could savc the 
Church but one ,vhich set up general councils in inde- 
pendence of the control of the Pope and in supremacy 
over his authority. Principles such as these ,vere there- 
fore spread and supported in Europe by the authority 
of Gerson, D'....\illy, and others. They fornled the cha- 
racteristic of a party ,,'hich strove hard for preponde- 
rance in the University of Paris. But, at the san1e 
tinle, the greater nun1ber of theologians held fast to the 
traditional doctrines of the Church, and strongly opposed 
the promoters of the ne,," nlonarchico-aristocratic systenl 
of Church government. In France, the free spirit ,\"hich 
spread in the University of Paris ,,-as opposed and con- 
den1ned by the principlcs upheld by the University of 
Toulouse; but al110ng the ,,-riters \\"ho at that tinlC 
defended Pontifical authority, the first place nlust be 
L 2 
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assigned to Cajetan 490 and Cardinal Turrecrenlata. 4f1J 
The ,yorks of these ,vriters thro,v light on the contr?- 
\"ersies ,yhich ,verc rife at that period concerning Papal 
authority. 
V. But the French faction of Gerson, after its bold 
appearance in the Synod of Pisa and Constance, ,,'ould 
have been held in check and entirely forgotten, even 
in France, after the clection of IYlartin V. and the rc- 
union of the \Vestern Church, had it not been again 
called to life and vigour by the despotisnl of the Parlia- 
ments of France. For, as Gieseler himself remarks, 
" The feeble light of the Council of Constance grc\v pale 
before the nc,,, splcndour of the ne". I>ope, thc first, for 
a long tinlc, ,\"ho had been universally ackno,,"ledged ; 
and the Papal nlonarchy immediatcly raised itself again, 
,\'ithout opposition, above all the limits ,vhich the eccle- 
siastical aristocracy Ineant to have imposed."492 Every 
country in Europe rejected and condemned the systen1 
of the University of Paris. Italy, Spain, and Portuga1, 
had ah,.ays renlained faithful to the principles of the 
constitution of the Church, and they no,,' adhered 
to the Pope 1110re closely than ever. Gern1any and 
England had accepted the COllcordats offered to thenl 
by l\lartin ,-yo. in the Council of Constance. 4U : 3 The 
French Pariianlent alone resisted the general tendency 


400 Cajetanus: Dc COlllþaratiollc AlIctoritaliJ' PllþÛ" et COllcilii.; 
Dc COJJlþaïata .rluctoritatc Paþa' t't COllci/ii Aþologiæ. 1511 et 
15::!I. 
..un Card. TurreCrelllata: SlIJllllla de Ect."/t>sia ct ejlts auctoritaft: 
(Lugd., L+96-Venet., 1561); Sl/1111Ili Pmltijicis ct Concilii Aucto- 
ritas (in Actis Cone. Labbe, t. xvii., p. 1427). 
492 Gieseler: Ect."l. Hisl., vol. iv., dive '-., ch, i., sec. 131, p. 30r. 
Edinburgh. 
493 JIartÙli 1: t.t lYa!ionÙ GCrlnanicæ C01lcordata (in Sess. xlii. 
Cone. Canst. Labbe, t. xvi., p. 735); .L1Iartilli V:. ct lVatiollÙ 
Auglicana' C01lcordata (ibid, p. 739). 
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of l
urope to\vards order and unity, and subn1Ïtted tù 
the s"'ay of schiso1atical principles. They refused to 
accept the COllcordat offered at the Council of Constance 
to the l-ircnch nation and accepted by its bishops,4f;' 
and \\-hcn King Charles \TII. attenlpted (1419) to repeal 
sonlC ordinances enacted the year before, in prejudice of 
the discipline of the Church, they rendered the royal 
edict void, and enforced their decrees. 4 % Charles 
VII. '\'as truly desirous to sho\v his devotion to Papal 
authority; he therefore, at a later period, published 
(February 4, 14 2 4) a royal edict, in \vhich he ordered 
obedience to the decrees of the Apostolic See, not,,"ith- 
standing any contrary order or decree published either 
by the l
ing or by the Parlian1ent. 49G He ,vas, neverthe- 
less, entangled in the system of parlialnentary routine; 
nor could he succeed in breaking asunder the bonds oÍ 
that crafty adolinistration. At the saIne tinle, the 
reforolatory decrees published by the Council of BasIc 
after its final breach ,,'ith Pope Eugenius IV. impelled 
the IZing into a course of opposition to the .L-lpostolic 
See, ,,-hich proved highly favourable to the schisolatical 
tendcncy of that age. Charles VII. ,vas no doubt 
sincerely averse to the course of open hostility to Roole 
adopted by the assembly of Basle, and he ""as very far 
froln approving the insulting decrees enacted against 
the Pope. Nevertheless, the interest of securing to his 
national Church the liberties decreed at BasIc, per- 
suaded him to asseInble the bishops of France at BOtlrgcs 
and to sanction t\venty-threc of the decrees of Basle, 
under the title of the Pragnlatic Sanction (1438); the 


4901 COllstitlltiOIlL"S faclæ ilt t.õnc. Const. no//, accL-þtatcr ill Clf/ i,-:, 
ParlítlJ/lt:llti rt"gii ParisiL'llSis (Labbe, 1. c., p. 729). 
4Ð.; Bulaeus: HÙt. ú"'uÍ7.f. ['llris., t. L, p. 335; Prat'i.'t's d
. 
....Eglise Gal/iCel/it', c. xxii.. n. 17. 
';!:'6 The royal edict is dated Fcbr. 10, 1425. 



166 The SujJrCIJlê AuthorifJ' of the POþe. 


Parlian1ent of Paris registered this n1easurc on the 13 th 
July, I 439.-Hìï Such is the real origin of the Gallican 
libertics.4!1
 l\lartin \T. ,vas ready to redress every 
abuse \\'hich, during the schisn1, had crept into the 
exercise of Papal authority \vith regard to annates, 
reser\"ations of benefices, and appeals, and in the Con- 
cordat agreed to at Constance, regulations and modi- 
fications respecting these points had found a place. But 
no Pope could ever ha\"e tolerated that a synod ,,-hich 
had proclain1ed its authority supren1C in the Church 
and superior to that of the Pope, should curtail the 
rights of the I laIr See and excite a ne,v schisn1 in the 
Catholic ,,'orId. No,,- the Pragn1atic Sanction of 130urges 
"'as grounded on the false l11axin1s of Basle., and partook 
of the schislnatical tendency of thdt counci1. 4gg The 
Popes, thereforc., being eycr decidedly opposed to the 
proceedings of Basle, strongly disapproved of the Prag- 
Inatic Sanction. Eugenius IV., Pius 11., Sixtus IV., 
Innocent \TIIL, Alexander VI., ] ulius 11., successively 
tried by every nleans in their po\\'er to have it erased 
fro In the la\\'s of the f"'rcnch nation. Under Pius 11., 
Louis XI. King of France. in 1461, repealed the 
n1easure.;)OO At length, in the Fifth Council of Lateran, 
under Leo X., the repeal "'as confÌnned by a clause 
of the Concordat then agreed upon beÌ\\'een the Pope 


4!)j" The histor} of the Fraglilatic Sallctio/l can be found in the 
Traitls dl'S droits i't libcrtls dl' l' Eglist' Ga/licaJu'. Paris, 1ï3I.- 
See Rohrbacher's Hist. [-/lit'. de l'E"glise Cath., t. xxi., 1. 8:::!, 
pp. 585-87, Paris, 1845, 
"
I
 See Charlas: Tnl!.J. dc lib. Eccl. Gall., 1. i., c. xvi., p. 48, 
seq. Leodii, 1684. 
4tl!! See the first title of the Pragm, Sallctioll. 

oo Litlt'ræ Llldo'i,ici _YI. Regis Galliæ abrogationis PrllgJJl. 
,","aJld. (Labbe, t. xix., p. 749); JIoJlitoriu1Jl contra Pragmat. 
,<.,'auct. (ibid., p. 750, seq.) ; Bulla contra PragJ1lat. (ibid., p. 753).--' 
See also other docmnents in Labbe, t. xviii., pp. 1370-7 I. 



]:Jrogress of Gallicallislll ill France. 167 


and F'rancis 1. of France, \\rhich continued in force till 
the revolution of 1789.[,01 
VI. But not\vithstanding the abrogation of the Prag- 
Inatic Sanction ordered by Louis XL, and its final 
abolition decreed by I
rancis 1., the Inaxims from \vhich 
it had emanated did not lose currency, but continued 
,vith obstinate persistence to be the guiding principle 
of the Parliaillents of France, and especially of the 
Parliament of Paris, \\'hich., in the fifteenth century 
had acquired no snlall political importance. This as- 
senlbly had insensibly gained 1110re decided authority 
by its control over \vhat \vas at first the formality of 
proIllulgating or en registering the royal ordinances. 
1"hat formality soon came to be considered essential 
to the validity and legal force of the royal edicts, and 
increasing po\\'er and influence soon enabled this body 
to refuse to the pronouncen1ents of the royal \vill the 
character of legal enactments.50
 \Vhen Louis XI. 
repealed the Pragmatic Sanction \vhich his father had 
signed, the Parliament most obstinately opposed the 
n1easure; and though u1tilnately it yielded this point, 
yet it never ceased to Inaintain that hostile attitude 
to\vards Papal authority "rhich, originating in the 
schismatical principles of the fifteenth century, in- 
creased in strength \\-ith the spread of Calvinistic 
errors. I t strove therefore, by every ll1eans, to ensure 
in France the triuInph of thc nc\v schismatical Inaxims; 
and for this purpose it gave countenance to the revolu- 
tionary party of the University of Paris. as a check 
upon the preponderating doctrine of the absolute 
supremacy of the .L\postolic See; and it even "rent so 


:>U1 Bu.lla abrogatiollzS j)ragm. SaHcl. In Scss. .xi. Cone. Lat. Y. 
(Labbe, t. xix., p. 965, seq.). 
502 Hallam: State {)f Euroþe durin..!: the iTfidd/t Ag(....r, \'01. i' J 
c. i., pt. ii., p. 289, scq. London, 1834. 
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far as to pass a censure upon and condemn certain 
principles \vhich seemed favourable to the Catholic vie\v 
of Papal authority.503 But one of the most disastrous. 
results of the Pragnlatic Sanction is the appeal ex abuslt 
to the civil tribunals against the sentence of ecclesi- 
astical judges. The Parliaments of France, nurtured 
in those pagan vie\vs of authority \vhich had already 
spread throughout Europe, not content \vith placing 
themselves on the same level \vith the ecclesiastical 
po\ver, even claÏ1ned to be superior to it. The orders 
of Charles 11., the abrogation of the Pragmatic Sanc- 
tion, the bulls published by Sixtus IV. and Julius 11.,301 
and, finally, the Concordat concluded behveen Leo X. 
and lirancis I., ,,-ere alike ineffectual in restraining, or 
even in setting limits to their arbitrary encroachments. 5o :> 

ay, the ordinance published by Francis I. upon the sub- 
ject had the effect of inspiring the Parlian1ents \vith greater 
obstinacy in their despotic usurpations of the rights of the 
Church; for in the ordinance of the King the appeal 
t:
 abltslt ,,'as treated as an integral part of the royal 
prerogative. 50G These tyrannical abuses \vere maintained 
in France, in spite of the conlplaints and resistance of 
the national clergy; 50. and they \vere scarcely restrained 


503 See D'Argentré: Lòllcctio JudÙ",-ioJïIJJl de .l.\
o7.Jis Erroriblts, 
t. i., pt. ii., pp. 227, 24 0 , 305. 
504 Bulla Sixti IV. þro Libcrta!e Clcrico1ïu/l (Labbe, t. xix., 
p. 377) ; Bulla Julii II. contra PragJ11. Sa II C!. (Labbe,!. c., p. 753). 
50:; Charlas: Op. cit., 1. xii., cappo i.-viii., pp. 754-788. 
.\ffre: De l'Aþþel cm/il//(' d'ablls, pp, 174, seq., 178, &c. " Les 
rois," says l\Igr. Affre, '
après avoir don1Ïné Ie clergé dans Ies 
élections, essaient de l' asservir par les Concordats; ces traités, en 
1cs rendant maîtres du choix des chefs, Ies rendaient maîtres du 
corps entier," &c.-See Sfondrati: Gallia VÍ1zdicata, diss. iii., 
sec. ii., n. 4, p. 590. Edi t. 17 02 . 
506 Héricourt: Op. cit., pt. i., c. xix., 11. Ï\-., p. 127; C. xxv., 
n. ),.xxiii., p. 206. 
f'\Ì; Charlas: Op. cit., 1. xii., c. v., n. I I, p. 773; c. vi., p. 779. 



Progrl
ss of Gallicallislll 'Ùl Frallce. 169 


by the indomitable \\.ill of Louis XIV. After the death 
of this 1l1onarch, they reappeared under the patrondge 
of the Jansenist party.G08 .L\nd \\'e have seen in our o\vn 
day that the ne\v cnlpire of France still clings to the 
appeal ct" ablfslf, as if it \"cre a precious and inalienable 
jcwel of the inlperial diadcl11. The pretext set forth 
in order to luaintain this state of things \vas the 
necessity of upholding the liberties of the Gallican 
Church and of relnaining faithful to the ancient canons. 
But in reality, the la\vyers intended to degrade the 
Church and to render it the slave of the civil autho- 
rity;50!) and Calvinisnl and paganiSll1 banded together 
to acconlplish the purpose of despotic oppression. To 
render success 11lore sccure, care "yas taken to flattcr 
the national vanity, and to enlist this passion as an 
auxiliary in the \,"ork. \;Vith this vie\\r, treatises on the 
liberties of the Gallican Church ,vere conlposed by the 
la\vyer Guy CoquiIle,51O and by Pcter Pithou, a juris- 
consult of Calvinistic principles, the latter of \vhonl 
dedicated his ,vork to the King of France. The treatise 
aSSUlnes throughout the Ì\yo follo\ving principles: first, 
that in the tenlporal order the l)opes have no jurisdic- 
tion \vhatever, either general or particular, in the king- 
dom of France; and secondly, that the Papal authority 
is lin1Ïted in its exercise by the canons of such councils 
of the Church as had been received in France. Hence 
Pithou concluded that the Popes could not interfere 
\\yith the Gallican liberties, ,,-hich rested on the ancient 


:>()
 Phillips: Droit Eccllsiastiqw', yo1. iii., sec. CXXX\Y., p. '207, 
scq. Paris, 1851. 
50!) Charlas was right when he defined the Gallican liberties- 
.. OppresSiOnClTI jurisdictionis ecclcsiasticæ a laica et depressionczll 
auctoritatis Ronl. Pontif. a clero Gallicano."-Op. cit., 1. i., c. xiii., 
n. 6, p. 39. 
510 Guy Coquille: Trailés {It:s /ibcr/I..f I' .Eg/i
;c Gal/jcll/lC. 159-1-. 
P. Pithou: Trai/ls dL'S tiroils d tiber/Is de 1'.Eglisc Gllllicalle. 1609' 
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canons of thc Church; and thus the authority of the 
Pope \vas subordinated to that of the canons and of the 
councils, \vhile the authority of the canons and of the 
councils themselves \vas Inade subordinate to that of the 
Parliaments and la\\Tyers. For Pithou and his school 
did not adnlit absolutely the authority of canons and 
councils, but of those only \vhich had the sanction of 
the Parlianlcnts. The right of gi\ ing or refusing their 
sanction had been clailned by these judicial bodies, and, 
on this account, even before the publication of Pithou's 
treatise, the Parliainents had been pcrsistent in refusing 
to receive the decrees of the Council of Trcnt, because 
they did not find thenl fa\"ourable to the Gallican 
liberties. I fence Charlas is fully justified \\ hen he 
defines the Gallican liberties, u An arbitrary po\\"er to 
select anlong the ancient canons of the Church, and 
to admit fronl the nC\\T ones only those \\"hich seenl to be 
useful." :;11 
VII. Dupuy, a jurisconsult of the saIne school \vith 
Pithou, follo,\"ed in his Inaster's footsteps, anù published 
a collection of historical docun1cnts in defence of his 
\vork. 512 Dupuy, no less than Pithou, \\"as an organ 
of the ParliaIllcnts of 11'rance, and both these \\Titers 
proclain1ed the systeillatic slavery of the clergy under 
the specious pretext of the Gallican libertics. The 
episcopate of Ii'rance protested against illusory privileges 
\yhich implied a real senTi tude, and condenlned the 
book of Dupuy as containing poisonous and heretical 
principles concerning the authority of the Church. 513 
]
ut the nlaxiins of paganism, spread and uphcld by 
the Parliaments, had already infected the royal councils. 


511 Charlas: Ope cit., 1. c., n. 7, p. 39. 
513 PrOCèS-7/L,,.ball:l: du C/ergé de Frallce, t. iii., n. I. See Soardi: 
De Ecclesiæ Gallica/læ Sell/Clztia de R. }:J 01l /if. al/clorita/e, 1. Ï\-.
 
c. iv., pt. ii., p. 137, seq. Heildclbergæ, 1793. 
612 Dupuy: Prewl'es dfs /iberlls de l'Eglise Gal/zi;tlllt. 1639. 
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and placed thenl under the control of la\\ryers half 
heretics and half infidels. The Parliament of Paris 
and the King united together in favour of the principles 
of ecclesiastical oppression. The Eighty-three Articles 
of Pithou ,vere regarded as inviolable principles under 
the palladium of France. On the contrary, the sentence 
of the episcopate "'as censured and cancelled by the' 
Parlialnent; and the book of Dupuy reappeared, deco- 
rated ,,'ith a royal patent and a splendid encolniun1. f)}4. 
Thus all the la\\'yers in France \vere encouraged to 
dra\v from the ,,'orks of Pithou and Dupuy Inaxims 
1110st hostile to the Apostolic See. Richer, Fevret, 
Launoy, Ellis, Du Pin, Richard SÏ1non, ,vere formed in 
this school, to \\'hich Fleury hinlself belongs, ,,'ho, 
having begun life in the robe of a la\vyer, put on 
the ecclesiastical soutane, \vithout renouncing maxims. 
he had learnt in the !)arlialuent of Paris. \Vith stich 
support. the Parliament shook off all restraint, and \"ent 
boldly fonvard in the path of schis111. The magistrates 
of the Parlian1ent, in the \\rords of the Count de 
1\Iaistre, &. Régentêrent les Evêques; ils saisirent leur 
tempore!. Pour détruire un ordre célèbre, ils 
s'appuyèrent d'un livre qu'ils avaient fait fabriquer 
cux-mêmes, et dont les auteurs eussent été condanlnés 
aux galères sans difficulté dans tout pays où les juges 
n'auraient pas été complices. lIs firent brûler des man- 
dements d' Evêques, et mênle, si 1'0n ne nl'a pas tronlpé, 
des bulles du Pape, par la nlain du bourrcau. lis 
finirent par violer les tabernacles et en arracher l' eucha- 
ristie, pour l' envoyer au n1Ïlieu de quatre baïonettes., 
chez Ie malade obstiné qui ne pouvant la recevoir, avait 
la coupable audace de se la faire adjuger."515 In a 


5H See the edition of that work. Paris, 165 I. :2 tOlll. in folio. 
,';1':; De 
laistre: De I'Eglisc Gallicallc, 1. i., c. ii., pp. II 8- J 9. _ 
Bruxelles. 1838, 
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,,'ord, the Gallican liberties, in \vhich Dr. Pusey and his 
friends' take such interest, \vere, to use again the ,,'ords 
of the author just quoted, "Licence parlementaire envers 
l'Eglise qui agréait insensiblement l'esclavage avec la 
permission de I'appeller liberté."516 It tnight, perhaps, 
l1ave been anticipated that Count de Maistre \vould 
pronounce such a sentence on the Gallican liberties; 
but "Te find that Fleury himself, to\\'ards the end of 
his life, expressed a like appreciation of them, In his 
OpllsclIles he speaks as foIlo\vs: " La grande servitude 
de l'Eglise Gallicane, c' cst l' étendue excessive de la 
jurisdiction temporelle. On pourrait fa ire un 
traité des servitudes de rEglise Gallicane, conlme on 
en a fait des libertés; et l'on ne nlanquerait point de 
preuves. Les appellations COlnnle d' abus ont 
achevé de ruiner la jurisdiction ecclésiastique. H517 And 
Fénélon, that illustrious ornament of the French clergy, 
spoke of the Gallican liberties as, "Libertés à l' égard 
du Pape; servitude à l'égard du Roi. Autorité du Roi 
sur I'Eglise dévolue aux juges laïqucs. Les laïques 
dotuinent les l
vêque
; . . . examinent les Bulles sur 
la I
oi . . . jugent Ie toUt."518 Dr. Pusey accuses the 
successive govenuTIents since the Restoration of 18 I 5 
of being alone in oppressing the Church. 51!) But, in 
truth, the oppression of the Church in France dates 
fronl the introduction of the Gallican liberties, \vhich 
are nothing else than systenlatic oppression. 
VIII. At the sanlè time, it cannot be denied that 
after the Church of France had been labouring for t\\-O 
centuries under the arbitrary despotisnl of the Parlia- 


:>16 Dc l\Iaistre: Gp. cit., 1. ii., c. xlv., p. 352, 
517 Fleury: Sur /cs liber/is de l'Eglise GalIÙ,'aJlc, pp. 80, 95, 97. 
Paris, 1807. 
518 JféJJwires de Fin/Iou dans SOil His!. þar Bal/ssct, t. iii. 
Pièces justif. du liv. vii., n. viii., p. 496. Paris, 1809. 
519 EircllicoJl, Postscriptmn, p. 288. 
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lTICnts and of the Courts, a part of the clergy began to 
look favourably on the systenl of bondage to ,vhich 
they "rere habituated. The I-iaculty of Theology of 
the Sorbonne, ,vhich had long before givcn an infanlous 
example of serviiity in the condemnation of Joan of 
Arc,320 espoused the cause of the Parliaments of France. 
Already during the schislTI the Inaxin1s of Occam, of 
1Vlarsilius of Padua, and aften\-ards of D' Ailly and 
Gerson, had prepared the nlinds of its leaders to uphold 
principles of a schismatical tendency. 1\10reover, by 
the influence of the jurisconsults and the anlbition of 
the Kings of lirance, those only ,vere called to eccle- 
siastical dignities and honours ,vho sho,ved themselves 
favourable to the ne\v system. This is proved by the 
pronlotion of De Marca to a place in the Royal 
Council, through the good offices of Dupuy; and the 
practice \\ as an encouragement to every anlbitious spirit 
to defend doctrines, the advocacy of ,vhich ,,"ould open 
the ,vay to prefennent. In this Inanner, a body of 
m
n soon arose fornled in the principles of the school 
called Gallican-courtiers, ambitious, ready to sacrifice 
the unity of the Church itself for the sake of pleasing 
the 1Zing and the Parlialnents. These filled the highest 
places in the Church of France, and tried to ,vean the 
clergy from that spirit of subnlission and devotion to 
the r\postolic See of \\?hich it had ever given the 
brightest examples. r .: n lIenee, the tendency to\\'ards 


.j
O Duvernet: His/oire de la SOrbOlllle, t. i" c. x
.i., p. 143; 
c. ).xii., p. 1.1.6, seq. Paris, 179 I. 
:;:U AlexandeJ- 1[1., in his Letter xxx. to Louis VI I. of France, 
says: .. Ecclesia Gallicana inter omnes alias orbis Ecêlesias, quæ- 
cumque aliæ provenientibus scandal is in tribulatione nut assent, 
nunqualll a Catholicæ Inatris Ecclesiæ unitate recessit, nunquanl 
ab ejlls subjectione et re,-erentia se sllbtraxit, sed tanquaul devo- 
tissinla filia firma semper et stabilis in ejus devotione pernlansit" 
(Labbe, t. xiii., App. Sinnondi. ii., p. 179). Gregory IX., in a letter 
to the Archbishop of Rhcims, says: "Gallicana Ecclesia post 
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a formal schism grew. so strong that in the seventeenth 
century it \\"ould have ended in a real separation had 
the I(ing been favourable to such a course. The reign 
. of Louis XIV., and especially the dispute bet\veen that 
ll10narch and Innocent XI. on the subject of the regalia, 
afford plain proofs of \\"hat is here advanced. The Council 
of Lyons, in 1274, had conceded to the King of France 
the right of the regalia for those sees only \vhich had 
already been subject to his cro\vn; but it severely 
forbade the further extensiol
 of this right.52
 No,v 
Louis XIV. resolved to extend it to all the Churches 
of France, and to ilnpose upon the clergy the burden 
of a ne\v servitudc.:'
:; Innocent XI. firn1ly resisted 
the pretensions of the King; 5
4 but the ParIian1ent 
proclain1ed that right to be inherent in the Cro\vn, 
assigning the ridiculous reason that the Cro\\Tn of 
France ,vas round. 525 And the French bishops, \\"ho 
in former titHes ,vould have protested against SUC11 a 
usurpation, no\v, ,vith the exception of those of Pamiers 
and Alet, so far bo,vcd to the \vill of the King and 
of the Parliatnent, as to address to the Pope a letter 
. advising hin1 to consent to the decree of the Parlia- 
ment. 52û Rut in vain-Innocent XI. ""as inflexible in 


Apostolicanl Sedcm est quoddanl totius Christianitatis speculum et 
ilnnlotunl fidei fundaInentunl, utpote quæ in fen'ore fidei Christianæ 
ac devotione Apostolicæ Sedis non sequatur alias sed antecedat" 
(in Opere cit., Soardi, pt. Ii., p. 199. Extr. frOln the Preface of 
Langlet to the COlll1JlClltaJY of Dupuy on the work of Pithou). 
;.

 COllC. Lug-dull. ii., can. Àii. (Labbe, t. xiv., p. 528). 
523 Even the French bishops acknowledged that the Regalia 
were a new servitude for the Church of France.-See Sfondrati: 
Gallia Vindicata, diss. i., sec. iy., p. 79. Edit. 17 02 . 
:>24 See Sfondrati: Op. cit., 1. c., p. 78, seq. 
52,) Fleury: ,iVOU7'l'lllt.1.- Oþ/tscuks. ....1 Jlccdotrs sur I' Asscmbllc 
de 1682, p. 136, seq. 
,)26 Eþistola CIeri Gallicillli ad IllllOC:ClltÙtJJl .LYI. (in Op. cit., 
Sfondrati, docllln. h"iii., p. 335, seq., et dOCllln. lix., p. 345, seq.). 
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his resistance. 527 \Vhereupon, Colbert and L,e Tellier, 
the ministers of the King, persuaded Louis XIV. to as- 
senlble a national synod of all the bishops of Francc, 
\vith the vie\v of putting pressure upon the Pope.!í28 
The questions intended by Colbert for discussion in 
that assenlbly (1682) regarded the nature and limits 
of the Papal prerogatives, for he thought that in a 
period of dissension the episcopate \vould contend for 
its liberty, and set limits to ,vhat he called Papal 
encroachments. N ot\vithstanding the opposition of 
Bossuet, \vho foresa\\r the dangerous effects of agitating 
this question, the King gave orders that it ::;hould be 
treated in the synod. 5
J Colbert dre\v up the fam9us 
propositions to be presented for sanction to the as- 
senlbled bishops, though they o\ve their final arrange- 
ment to the hand of Bossuet. 530 The question ,vas one 
of the utmost importance for the ,,-hole of France. 
The French bishops, accustomed to a servile subnlission 
to the King, ,,"ould have been ready to proclaim a 
schism, had not such a course been strongly opposed 
by the eloquence of Bossuet; nloreover, it \\-ould have 
been contrary to the intentions of Louis XIV., ,,'ho, 
satisficd ,,'ith the bishops having adopted the Four 
Articles of the Dcclaration, dissolved the assembly inl- 
mediately aftcr the signature of the bishops had been 
appended, decreeing, at the same time, that the decla- 
ration should be ackno\vledged throughout the kingdonl 
of France. 53 ! 


:>27 Rt:sþoJlsio IllllOt.:Clltii 
YI. ad Eþistolalll Ckri Gallit-alli (ibid., 
docmn. lix., p. 3-1-5, seq.). 
528 Fleury: .Allecdolts cit., p. 138, seq. 
:>29 Ibid., p. 139. 
530 Le Dietl: .JIémoircs d Jountal sltr III '(,ie d Üs ollvragt"s de 
Bossuet, vol. i., p. 8. Paris, 1856. 
531 The decree of the King was registered by the Parliament on 
:March 
3rd, 168::!.-See De ::\Iaistre: Op. cit., I. ii., c. xi., p. 305, seq. 
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IX. The Four Articles regard, first, the nature of the 
po\ver of the Pope, limited, according to the declaration, 
to spiritual things, i.e., things concerning the salvation 
of souls; the second states, that the plenitude of the 
authority of the Apostolic See must be reconciled .with 
the decrees of the Fourth and Fifth Sessions of Constance, 
,\"hich "'cre not to be understood of the case and time of 
schism only; the third asserts the irrevocability of the 
so-called Gallican liberties; the last. l11aintains, that the 
judgments of the Pope on matters of faith are refornl- 
able, that is, open to correction and subject to revision. 
Although the Four Articles contain assertions most 
erroneous, and l110st contrary to the doctrine of even 
the Gallican Church in earlier times, yet Bossuet dre,,' 
thcln up in such a vague and indefinite Inanner that, in 
Inany instances, they adlnit of a tnitigated interpretation. 
1\10reover, Bossuet could not be induced to number 
alTIOngst the doctrines of the French Church the rib"ht of 
appeal to a council fron1 the sentence of the Pope, since 
he \vell kne\v that this doctrine had beeu repeatedly con- 
delnned by the Bulls of Pius II. and Julius II., and even 
of l\Iartin V. in the Council of Constance. 5æ Bossuet "'as, 
unquestionably, the draftsman only, and not the pro- 
nloter of the Four Articlcs, as Fleury himself cOllfesses. 533 
He tried by every 11leans to discourage the assembly 
from entering into the path along ,,'hich it blindly ad- 
vanced under the standard of the Gallican liberties. He 
courageously attacked the declaration of the Bishop of 
T ournay, declaring it to be schismatical in its tendency, 
and procuring its rejection. 534 Bossuet, it is true, dre\\' up 


532 Fleury: A llecdotes, p. 139. 
533 Ibid., 1. c., pp. 174-75. ,. Bossuet est bien Ie rédacteur des 
Quatre Articles, Inais il n'en fut point Ie promoteur." 
53t See FénéIon: De S/t1111J/i POlllijicis A uctoritate, c. vii., cui 
titulus: "N arratur controversia Dni. Bossueti Epis. 1\Ield. adv. 
Dnm. Choisseul Episc. Tornacensclll" (Op., t. ii., p. 269, seq. 
Edit. Versailles, 1820). 
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the Four Articlcs 
 but in thenl he expressed the doc- 
trines of the assclnbly, for \vhich the French Govcrn- 
nlent ,vas luainly responsible. 'The fault of Bussuet 
\\"
S that of an exaggeratcd sublnission, or rather, of a 
pitiful servility towards l(ing Louis XIV.; and it \vas 
in obcdicncc to that n10narch that he undertook the 
Defcllce of tIll" J)l'claratioll of tlte Assel1lb/y of 1682. 
against the ,,"ork of Roccaberti, Archbishop of Valencia. 
A man like Bossuet could not act against his conscience. 
He, therefore, rccast his \\-ork t\,-O or three timcs" 1-1 e 
kcpt it unpublished for no less than t""enty years. Bcfore 
his death, he attempted to "Tite it ane,v upon different 
principles, and to give it the title of Gallia Ortltodoxa. 
Being surpriscd by death. he rigorously required of his 
nephe,,", the Abbé Bossuet, to let no onc have the ,,'ork, 
but to place it in the hands of the l
ing alone. That 
nlonarch, ,vho ah,"ays held Catholic principles ,,"hen his 
Inind \vas not blinded by his passions. had already 
yielded to the c\"cr-increasing reluctance felt by Bosstlet 
to publish a \vork so injurious to the Church and dan.. 
gcrous to Catholic nations. lIe, accordingly, refused to 
receive the deposit at the hands of the nephe". of the 
deceased prelate; and only after six years of illlportu- 
nity did he consent to let it lie in a box in his royal 
palace. G3 .) It \,"as the nephe,,- of Bossuet-un\voithy to 
bear that illustrious name-,,-ho, forty-one years after 
the death of his uncle, published at Amsterdanl the 
Dcfl'l/sio Dcclarationis CIeri Gal/icllll! (1745). having 
previously secured the loss of the papers in \\"hich 
Bossuet, on his death bed, had recast his ".ork. r ,3G 
Hossuet had deeply considered for t,,'cnty years the 


53,) See the two beautiful chapters "ii. and "iii. of bk. ii. of 
I'Eg/ise Ga/licfll/c. of thc Count de \laistre, who confinns with 
important docunlcnts what we here assert with regard to Bossuet 
(p. 257. seq. Edit. cit.). 
S3ti Dc l\laistre: Op. cit., 1. ii., c. ix., p. 278. seq. 

I 
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effect of the Gallican Declaration, anò had clearly 
understood its inconsistency. T'he books \\Titten during 
that tinle against the Four ...\rticles had cleared a\vay 
former prejudice, and opened his eyes to the abyss 
of schisnl and heresy into ,,-hich they \verc leading 
the Church of France. I Ience his perplexity, his 
trouble, and his repentance \\"ith regard to his volume, 
\vhich ah\-ays ".eighed on his 111ind as a most heavy 
burden. Bossuet hinlself \vould never have consented 
to publish a \\-ork froIll \dlich the enclnies of the Church 
have so eagerly dra\\"n "'capons against her. lIe had 
already, in a nlanner. judged and condenlned the book 
by keeping it for Ì\\-enty years in his secret desk, and by 
confiding it, under the condition abo\'e nlentioned. in his 
last \vill, to his nephe\\T. the Abbé Bossuet, ,,-ho trea- 
cherously violated the trust. \\Te, therefore, cannot 
regard the Dcfi:llsio Dc[laratiollis Cieri Gallical/i. as a 
fair exponent of the mind of the Bishop of l\Ieaux,,'j;j7 
nor even as a genuine production of his hand. But \\,hat- 
ever may have been the authority of Bossuet and of the 


,j3j Bossuet, long before his death, had understood the 
lavery 
into which the so-called Gallican liberties had plunged the Church 
of France. On the 5th Oct., 1707, he wrote to Cardinal de 
X oailles, as follows: "1' inlplore Ie secours de ::\Iadatne de :\lain- 
tenon, à qui je n' ose écrire (great liberty of a Gallican bishop !). 
V otre Eminence fera ce qu'il faut; Dieu nOllS la conserve! On 
nOllS croira à la fin, et Ie telnp3 décou\-rira la vérité; lllais il est 
l 
craindre que ce ne soit trop t
lrd, et lorsque Ie l11al aura fait de trop 

rands progrès. l' ai Ie cecur percé de cette crainte" (JIÙt. de 
.HOSSlIct, par BaU5set, 1. xii", n. :q, t. iv., p. 289, seq. Yersailles, 
1814). In another letter, of the 31st Oct., 1702, he had written: 
.. II cst bien extraordinaire que pour e),.ercer notre Ininistèrc, il nous 
faille prendre l'attache de :\1. Ie Chancellier, et achc'i/er dc IIlcltre 
/' Eglise S{JltS Ie jOl
l[. Pour Ill0i j'y mettrais Ia tête." On the 2.fth 
Oct., in his letter to Cardinal de N oailles, he said: .. On veut 
l1lettre tous les évêques sous Ie joug, dans Ie point qui Ies intéressc 
Ie plus, dans l'essentiel de leur n1Ïnistère qui est la foi !" (1. c., 
p. 29 0 ). 
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Gallican bishops of the Åssenlbly of 1682, as soon as 
the }"'our ...\rticJt.:s ,,-ere published. the ,,-hole Catholic 
\vorld lifted up its voice to condenln thenl as absurd and 
detestable. 53s The University of Douay addressed to the 
J{ing a formal con1plaint against the Declaration" The 
Sorbonnc itself, ,,'hich had given great support to the 
Gallican SYStCIU, refused it adll1ission on the Regis/iT. 
Hut the Parlianlcnt of Paris. ,,'ith its usual overbear- 
ing manner, inserted the Articles in the register of 
the university. regarding thenl as the stronghold of 
Cæsarism ,and of its o\\-n uncontrollable despotisn1 over 
the Church:
3!) Nevertheless, the sentence of unanil110US 
condelnnation pronounced by the Catholic ,,'orId ,,"as 
confirnled by the voice of thc 
\postolic See. Inno- 
ccnt X 1., in his Brief of April I I th, 1682, addressed to 
the .L\ssell1bly of the Gallican Bishops, declared null 
and void of all effect all the acts of that ecclesiastical 
assen1bly, and exhorted the clergy to nlake a frank 
and speedy recantation of their proct.:cdings. 54o ::\Iore- 
over, he finuly refused to grant confinnation of episcopal 
dignity to those \\"ho had pron1Ï
cd by oath to n1aintain 
the Four Articles of the Declaration. 5 . n _ "\.lexander VI I I.. 
his successor, \vent further. and c;hort1y beforc his death 


.')3'" The Asselnbly of the bishops of Hungary, by the decree 
of Oct. ::q.th. 1682, used these terms of the Gal/i01ll DCt.:/aratiml. 
The Spanish episcopate (July loth, 1683) openly protested against 
this fanlous Declaration. 
,"}39 Dc :\Iaistre: Gp. cit., 1. ii.. c. V., p. ::!28. 
,;10 RCSþOllsio IllllOt.:Clltii _YI. lId EþÙt. L
't'J-i Gili/ic. (Ill Gill/ia 
1 ïJldicatll, diss. i., sec. Yiii.. doc. lix.. p. 3-1-5, seq.). 
:.n Rohrbacher: His!. l"Jli'i'. ,!t. /' .E.:[{IÙ,', t. xxvi., 1. h),.x\'iii., 
p. 219. Louis XIV. thereupon ordered that the Chapters shouJd 
appoint as spiritual adlninistrators those who had been elected 
to the episcopal dignity. I n this lnanner he \'iolated the decree 
of the Second G
cunlcnical Council of Lyons, while maintaining 
in the articles of the declaration that the Pope could not chanbe 
the canons of the general councils. "9hat inconsistency! 
:\f 2 
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published (Aug. 4th, 1690) in the presence of t"'eh'e 
cardinals the Bull Illter J1Il/ltipliccs, by \\'hich he con- 
den1ned and annulled the Articles of the Declaration 
of ::\Iarch 
n(l. 16S2.;'4
 Finally, Innocent XII. succeeded 
in persuading Louis XI\l. to \vithdra\\y the Gallican 
Declaration, and to allo,,- the clergy to send to the 
....L\postolic See an authentic act of entire subn1Ïssion 
and fo rIna I retractation.;í43 Such "'ere the terms inl- 
posed on the King as the condition of the confÏnna- 
tion of bishops naIl1ed by him. But, noh\ ithstanding 
these acts of retractation and of subnlission, the spirit 
of the Gallican principles "'as not extinguished in the 
clergy of France, and especially in the Parlialnents of 
that king-donI. 1'he ] ansenists spared no effort to re\-i\-e 
in full \-igour that spirit of opposition and rebellion 
against the Sovereign Pontiff; so that in the beginning 
oÍ the eighteenth century the Gallican bishops. in an 
encyclical letter, insisted upon those very Inaxinls of 
the Gallican systenl \"hich Alexander VIII. had already 
condenln
d. Clement XI. ".as obliged to rene"y (Aug. 
3 1st, lï 06 ), in a brief to Louis XIV., the condCll1natioll 
passed upon the Declaration, and to ".arn the monarch 
that principles such as those proclaimed in the Church 
of France, ,,'ould, \vhilst they struck at the root of eccle- 
siastical authority, shake also, and overthro,v along ,\-ith 
it, his royal po,ver. 54 . 1 But after the death of Louis XIV., 
during the regency of the libertine Duke of Orleans, all 
hopes of bettering the condition of affairs \\'ere dashed to 


!j.l:,
 Bill/a Ak.nllulri I71.1., n. xxii. (BlIl/arÍ1t1Jll?o;//llJlllIll, 1. x., 
p. 38, seq.). 
.í-13 TIll' Letter of Louis JYIV. to the Poþe, in Soardi, Gp. cit., 
pt" ii" c. "iii.. p. I 3
. See also De l\laistre: Gp. cit., 1. ii., c. "i., 
p. 235, scq. TIle Letter of the BisllOþS to tht Poþe, in Fleury, 
.A llt'cdotcs cit., p. 167. See, 1110reOVcr, De l\laistrc: Gp. cit.. 1. ii., 
c. vii.. p. :q.5. seq. 
fiH De :\Iaistre: Gp. cit.. 1. ii" c. iy., p. 

5, seq. 
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thc ground. The J anscnists lifted up their heads. and 
,vith thcn1 the Gallican spirit arose I110re boldly than 
ever, finding ne\\p allies in the infidel party ,vhich \\"as 
donlinant in the Parliaments of France. Louis XV. pub- 
lishcd anc\\p the cdict of thc 2nd ::\Iarch, 1682; and the 
Gallican luaxinls, strengthened by royal favour, spread 
rapidly in France, and prepared the field for the breat 
H..cvolution \vhich overthre\v the throne and the altar. 
l>ius \TI., in his Bull ,A IIc/orClIl Fidei (Aug. 28th, 1794), 
struck anothcr blo\v at the Gallican 
rsten1 ;.345 yet its 
dcadly influence ,,,as not extinct at the end of the Great 
Rcvolution, and exhausted and lifeless as it scen1cd 
after that sanguinary epoch, it still lingered on for sonle 
years. But in \'ain. In 1826, \VC find a fe,," bishops 
only ,,,ho endeavourcd by their cxan1ple to recall it 
to life. Their proclan1ations lnet ,,"ith no rcsponse frot11 
the clergy. ,vho had learned fron1 a long 2.nd painful 
experience that Gallicanisn1 \vas nothing but a sure 
sourcc of slavery for the Church of France.: , -!6 .At 
present it lies like a dead corpse, \\"hich thc U niyersi- 
tarian Bureaucracy galvanizes fronl tin1C to tinle in 
order to fettcr ane\v the liberty of thc Church. 
XI. Fron1 \vhat ,,"e have said in thi
 section, \\'e 
l1lUSt conclude that no argun1ent in favour of the 
Anglican vic,,"s of the Church can be dra""n fron1 the 
lllaxin1S of the Gallican sect. \\T e ha\'c seen that those 
Inaxin1s O""C their origin to the spirit of schisl11 and 
rebellion propagatcd in l
urope under the shelter of 
an1bitious princes during the fourteenth and fifteenth 


:it:; ./; > I , 1 >.' J,P J 8 (1 ) 11 L' í' ." ) 
>ll tel II v ., n. 9 5 
llll. nOIl/. ,-,oJlIzJl., t. IX., p. 395 . 
;I
Û See on the subject of the Gallican liberties and their evil 
fruits, the Dissl:r/a/i{J1l his/oriq1tc Sill' /cs libcr/ls dc l'l::![lisc 
Ga/liaulc ct I'.As&'JIlbll dlt Cltrgl dt: Frll II Ù' tll. 168::!- 18::!9. 

loreover, Carné: La J/t1llan-hic J-ì-llllçaiSL' all x\'iii. SÙ'ck. IS57. 
Rupert: Ll' GallialllislJlc l:/I'alla"cll rlgÙlll'. 1 86::!. CantÜ : flis/. 
l,Y ll i7 / ., 1. xvi.. c. i
.. p. 161, seq. Paris, 1865. 
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centuri.
s, and to the pagan n1axin1s of Cæsarisn1 ,,
hich, 
already "'ide-spread in Europc, prcvailed principally in 
the Parlianlents and Court of France. \Ve have seen. 
too, that if at a later period the clergy bcgan to profess 
those principlc
, the cause is to be sought in servility 
rathcr than in heresy. The clcrgy of France con- 
delnnecl in practice the errors of the Declaration, because 
they ha\ c ah\"ays professed thc di\-ine SUprCIllacy of the 
Apostolic Scc, and expressly rejectcd in their formulary 
of subInission every principle injurious to that suprcIl1e- 
authority. The Articles, indeed. \\"erc never logically 
confronted by the French clergy ,,"ith the doctrine of 
the divine supremacy of the Pope, nor developed accord- 
ing- to the principles of rigorous discussion. J lad the- 
clergy follo,,"ed Inore closely in the steps of J ansenisnl, 
they ,,"ould havc arrivcll at the fatal and heretical con- 
clusions ,,-hich Febronius (Xicholas de Hontheiln) drew 
froIn Gallicanisnl, as eXplained to hin1 by his Inaster. 
Zcger Bernard Van T
spen.:i4; But the J;rench priest- 
hood subnlittcd to the dogmatic condenlnation of 
J ansenisnl pronounced by the Supreme Head of the 
Church; anù e\"cn those, ,,"ho ,,"ith Cardinal de Noailles 
had appcaled to the future Gencral Council against the 
I
ull [/'11 l/;Cll itllS, did not dare to resist the RullJ>asto- 
ra/is Officii (17 I 7) of CleIllent XL, in ,vhich the Inajor 
eXCOnlI11Unication \\"a,; threatened against those \\,ho had 
persisted in the rejcction of the earlier decision. Shortly 
after, the clergy ,vith the I
ing solen1nly condcn1ned 
J ansenisIn. \\'hich froln that tinle ceased to hayc legal 
existence in France. Of course its schisnlatical spirit 
continued to find t.l d\\'elling in thc })arliaInents, 
,,"hich had e\'er been the stronghold of the separatist 
tendency of Gallicanisnl. But the clergy of I
"rance 


!)!j Zaccaria: A I/tift'br(Jl/i/l.ç "i'Ùzdicll!lU, '"01. ii., dissert. L. c. ,Í... 
p. 44 8 , seq. Cæsenæ, 177 I. 
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remained Catholic, ho\\"ever inconsistently ,vith their 
Gallican principles ;548 and on this account the Apostolic 
See, \vhilst repeatedly condemning the Articles of thc 
Declaration, did not denounce the }'rcnch clergy as 
guilty of schisnl or heresy. On the other hand, 
Clenlent XIII. did not abstain from applying the 
censure of heresy to the errors of Febronius ;54U and 
the bishops of Germany unaninlously assented to that 
condCl11nation. GjO It is, therefore, vain for Dr. Pusey to 
long to see the Church united on a basis of Gallicanisnl. 
The Church can rest only on the in1n10veable rock on 
\vhich Christ built it. That rock is the I)ope's divine 
suprclnacy. The Gallicans ,,-ere Catholics in thc age 
of Louis XIV. and of his succcssor, because they con- 
fessed this divine supremacy as a revealed dogma. 
Dr. Pusey and his follo\\"ers "Till be Protestants, and 
separated from the Church of Christ, as long as they 
persist in denying that doctrine, for it is the standard 
and the test of Catholicity. 


M8 See c. x\-i., 1. ii., Op. cit. of Count de 
Iaistre, p. 375, seq., 
.in which the learned writer cxmnines the causes which kept the 
Gallican Church in subn1Ïssion to the Holy See. He reduces 
., those causes to three: the prudence and moderation of the Popes, 
the Catholic attaclllnent of the French Kings to ROl1le, and the 
noble character of the Gallican clergy. 
5t9 See the letters of Clelnent XII I. to the Bishops of \Yurtz- 
burg and 1\1 ayence (Bullarilllll ROlli. Contilluat., t. ii., pp. 450-5 I). 
5,j0 See Zaccaria: App. Jf01l11melltorll1Jl ill A lltift'br. Villdic., 
t. i", diss. i., c. i., p. 35, SCll. Edit. cit. 
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THE DIVIXE 
UPRE::\L\CY OF THE rOPE AND THE 
CEXEIL\L COUXCILS - SYXOnS OF CONSTAN"CE 
Al\"D OF FT OREXCE. 


. 


I. THE task \,.c undertake in this section, is to prove 
that the doctrines contained in the Four Articles of 
1682 concerning Papal authority, are not only in con- 
tradiction \vith other doctrines adluitted in the Gallican 
systenl, but, also, that they \verc unheard of in the 
early Church. Nevertheless, since the second part of 
this \\"ork \vill be altogether devoted to the consideration 
of Papal infallibility, \ve shall in this section confine 
ourselves to exanlining the Second of the Gallican 
Articles, \\-hich l11aintains the superiority of general 
councils to the Pope. It runs thus-'. The decrees of 
the æcumenical Council of Constanc
, enacted in the 
l
ourth and Fifth Session, approved by the holy 
Apostolic See, confirnled by the practice of the \vhole .,., 
Church and of the Ronlan Pontiff.
, and religiously 
observed by the Gallican Church, are to renlain in 
their full vigour." Anrl it is added, that " The 
Church of France does not approve the opinion of 
those \vho attempt to represent these decrees as void 
of authority, or as intended only for the time of schism." 
According to \\,hat is here said to be the teaching of the 
Gallican Church, the Synod of Constance ruled that 
the general council is superior to the Pope, even in 
the nornlal state of the Church; and that decrees to 
this effect had been approved by the Pope hilnself, 
aÚd confirmed by the practice of the \,"hole Church. 
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.L\t the sanle tinle a profession is tuade of bclief that 
the Pope possesses by divine right the plenitude of 
authority in spiritualtnatters. 
11. Refore turning our attention to these 1\\"0 sin- 
gular assertions of the Gallican Articles, \VC \\-ill notice 
their evident inconsistency ,,-ith the doctrine of that 
divine supremacy \\'hich they nlaintain. For if the Pope 
is the visible head of the Church, and therefore of all 
the bishops, \\"ho, as a part of Christ's flock, ,vere 
entrusted to hÏ1n, hO\\7 can he be inferior to the 
council? The council, in reality, detached from the 
rope, is nothing but a headless corpse; and it ,vould 
be foolish to inquire ,vhethcr such a body is superior 
to the head. The head represents the principles of 
direction and conlmand over all the tnenIbers, \vhich 
so adhere to it as to coalesce in the unity of a human 
body. As the body ,,"ithout the head is a lifeless 
trunk, so the asselnblr of the bishops \\'ithout the head 
of the Church cannot represent the body of the Church 
-the n1ystical body of Christ and the abode of the 
I-Ioly Ghost. Should such a separation take place in 
the Universal Church, the Church \,'ould cease to exist. 
Christ did not establish his Church as a corpse deprived 
of its head, but as a perfect and living body, in \vhich 
He \vas etcrndlly to d\\"ell by I--lis J Ioly Spirit. As, 
therefore, it is inIpossible that the gift of indefectibility 
should depart frol11 the Church, so it is absurd to 
itnagine that the true visible head of the Church can 
detach itself frool the mystical body of Christ. I tis, 
consequently, absurd to institute con1parisons bet\\reen 
the body and the head in a state of real separation, 
and yet in a state of life and action. On this account, 
the question ,,-hether or no the Pope be superior to the 
council, having no tneaning, is absurd. \Vhat existence 
can a council have ,vithout the Pope? The council 
represents the Universal Church; but the Universal 
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Church does not exist apart from its visible head, 
\\ hich is the centre of its unity and the fountain of 
its life. The question, therefore. as proposed by the 
Gallicans, is absurd in its very terms, unless a denial 
be inlplied of the \'ital organization of the Church under 
one head, and consequently of the divine supremacy of 
the Pope. But '\"ere it possible to con1pare the ,,,hole 
of the bishops in a general asselnbly ,,-ith the Pope, 
in \\,hat sense could the subordination of the Pope to 
such an assenlbly be maintained? .:-\re not all the 
bishops sheep and lall1bs entrusted to the care of Peter, 
and in hiln to that of all his successors? \ V cre not the 
keys of the king-donl of heaven gi\'cn to Peter? 'Vas 
not he appointed the rock on ,,'hich the "'hole Church 
should be built? If so, ho\\' can he be subordinate to 
them? H 0\\" could they be othen\'ise than in thc 
number of his lambs and sheep? lIo\\' could, they 
cease to be founded on him, and kept under his supren1e 
jurisdiction? The idea ,,"hich the Fathers and the 
Doctors in every age conceived of the constitution of 
the Church. of itself excludes and condenllls the Gallican 
crror, that the asselnbly of the bishops is superior to the 
Pope. 
III. 'Ve ha\'e in the preceding section traced the 
origin of \\'hat is called Gallicanisl11. and have gi\ en 
the nanIes of the authors ",ho originated it, ,,'ith the 
reasons \vhich led thenI into their error-Gerson, D' Ailly, 
and their faction, \\"ho confounded the normal ,\'ith the 
abnormal state of the Church. '''hen a Pope has been 
canonically elected and universally ackno,\-ledged, he 
is divinely empo\\Tred to rule the Universal Church 
 
and clergy and people of every rank are subject to hinI. 
Rut \vhen the \1alidity of his election is contested, at 
1east, \vhen the opinion of a large part of ChristendoI11 
is adverse to it, he cannot enforce his authority 
over the "9hole Church; nor are subtuission and 
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obedience to be required from those \d10 call in 
question the canonicity of his election and regard hin1 
as an intruder. I f this party con1e to the resolution of 
choosing another Pope, and consider hin1 as the true 
\Yicar of Chri
t. then a 111atcria/ breach of unity, a 
1J1atl.'rial schisn1, separates the I11en1bers of the same 
Church: but as all still ackno\\"ledge one head, one centre 
of authority over the ,\'holc Church, according to Christ's 
in
titution, they ha\-c not fOr1Jla/()' broken the bond of 
unity, since they are only doubtful as to the person \\"ho 
by canonical election has inherited the divine right of 
suprenlacy in the Church. 1"'his "'as the case in the 
\ \? estern schi
n1. X 0\\', since the Church has the right 
to existence in accordance \\'ith the constitution of Christ" 
it has, consequently, the right of pronouncing a final 
sentence on the fact of the election of the Í\\'O Popes, 
and of restoring the èxternal bonds of unity and charity 
to all. In this ,\'ay ""e see that during such a schisn1 
the bishops of ChristendoI11 have the right and duty 
to assclnble together \\-ith or ,,'ithout the contending 
Popes, in order to ascertain the truth concerning the 
contested election, c.lnd to find out the fittest Ineans 
of restoring personal unity in the headship of the- 
Church. l
ut ha\'ing once declared the legitilnate Pope, 
,\"l10n1 all should obey, and reinstated the Church in 
its Hortnal position, their task is at an end, and the 
helnl of the Church passes of ib;elf into the hands of 
the Pope lawfully elected and uni\'crsally recognised. 
I Ience, general assen1blies of bishops, such as those of 
Pisa and Constance. up to the tit11e of the election of 
l\Iartin V., arc not councils, properly speaking, either 
general or particular, because they do not represent the 
Church in its norn1al state, and they have no other 
authority except that of gi\'ing to the Catholic Church 
a visible head, to ,,-hon1 St. Peter's po\\"er is divinely 
transferred" They cannot, consequcntly, be said to be- 
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in any l11anncr superior to the Pope; because, during 
that state of uncertainty and luaterial schisln, the Pope is 
not visible to the Church, nor is he able to exercise his 
divine po\ver ovcr it. They ha\'c no 1l1ission but that 
of dissipating the clouds \vhich keep the true Pope fro111 
the eyes of the truc Church; or. if that be not possible, 
of choosing canonically a ne,\ Pope, ,\-ho shall be 
ackno\\'lcdged by all as the \Ticar of Christ. But \\,hen 
the la\\-[ul Pope appears, these as
enlblies cease to have 
. any legal authority and existence in the Church, unless 
they receive the sanction of the lle\V Pontiff and are 
presided over by him and his legates, 'rhis is the 
doctrine of all antiquity, \yhich "
as so universally and 
firmly held in the Church \\Then the \ \T estern schisn1 
broke out, that the uppo
itc opinion \\"as suspected of 
]leresy, and generally conden111ed. \ V C llecd not quote 
l11any authorities on this point. as this truth \\
as ex- 
plicitly adn1itted by Gerson hinlsclf: He says that at 
the tinle of the Council of Constance, God enlightened 
the Ininds of all, that they Inight understand that the 
Pope \vas subordinate to the general 
ynod.[)31 But 
before that council, as he ackno\\-ledgcs, the doctrine 
of the Pope's superiority to the council \\
as so univer- 
sally n1aintained, that those ,,-ho dogluati
ed in the 
opposite sense \\Tere suspected of heresy, or "
ere con- 
sidered to be guilty of it. j32 This adnlission of Gerson 


,)51 .. Benedictus Deus qui per hoc sacrosanctmll Constantiensc 

onciliUll1 illustratUll1 divinæ legis hllnine, dantc ad hoc ipsum 
,-exatione præsentis schismatis intellcctmll. libcrayit Ecclesianl 
suanl ab hac pestifera. perniciosissÏ1naque doctrina (nanlcly, that 
the Pope is superior to the general council)."-IbÙt, con sid. x., 
p. 1 2 7. 
.).i2 .. Ante celcbrationenl hujus sacrosanctæ Constantiensis Synodi 
sic occupaycrat l1lcntcs plurimonnn, liltTanll1l lnagis qUaln literll- 
lontlJl ista traditio, ut oppositormn doglnatizator fuisset de hæretica 
pravitatc vel notatus ycl damnatus."-Gerson: Dl" Polestale Ect:/e- 
.siastica, consid. xii., p. 135 (pt. i. Op. Edit. Parisiis, 1606). 
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cnables us to dispense ,,'ith further discussion on this 
point. 
 e\"ertheless, aftcr having cxan1Ïncd the dccrees 
of Constance, and dcstroyed the Inain foundation of 
this error. ".c shall return to the subject. Hut by an 
inquiry into the purport of the Articles of Con
tance, 
\\"e hope not only to o\'crthro\\r the foundation of the 
Gallican systcnl, but also to afford the reader a ne\\ 
argulnent in fa\'our of the divine suprcnlacy of the 
Roman Pontiff. 
I\T. 
o\\", in order to give a just idea of thc \\'cll- 
knO\\"11 decrees of the Fourth and Fifth Sessions of the 
Council of Constance, it is necessary to state beforc- 
hand the occasion and the circumstances under \\'hich 
they ,,'cre franlcd. The Synod of Pisa, ,,-hich, notwith- 
standing the election of Alexander V.. opened amidst 
,-ery sanguine cxpectations on all sides, nevcrtheless 
failed to satisfy the hopes universally entertained of 
its ternlinating the schisnl. Nay, the Church had then 
to lament the existence of three Popes, ,,"ho lllultiplied 
the divisions of Christendo111. But John XXII!., suc- 
cessdr of r\lexander \T., \\"ith the consent of Sigisnlund, 
Emperor of Gernlany, sl1mnloned at Constance (Nov. 5. 
1414) a general council, in order to apply a rCllledy to the 
evils of the Church, and put an end to the lalnentable 
schisnl. \ Vhen, ho\\'ever. the synod \\'as solemnly opened 
at Constance by John XXIIL. the assemblcd Fathers 
thought that there \\'as no better Ineans of doing a""ay 
\\"ith the schisl11 than the voluntary resignation of all 
the three Popes, and the election of another by the 
three obediences. John XXIII. had been persuaded 
to resign; and in the Second General Session, in 
accordance ,,'ith that prolllise. he adopted a fornlula 
satisfactory to the council, and s\\'ore to it.:;;);; But, 


,j,,)3 Lcnfant: Hist. d// C01/e. dl
 COllstallce, 1. i.. sec. lxxix., t. i., 
p. 76. Edit, Alnstcrdaln. 17I..f..-Sec also Labbe. ('('1/,-. C(Jllsl.. 
sess. \"i.. t. x\-i.. p. 91 ; and Hardt. t. i,'., p. 53. 
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, after\'
-ards, he sccretly left Constance and repaired to 
Schaffhaussen, under thc pretext of bad health (March 
2nd, 1415). It ,,-as then that the Fathers, encouraged 
by the language of Gerson and of the Enlperor 
Sigistl1und himself, resolved to continue the synod, 
despite the departure of the Pope, and to pass a 
solemn decree declaratory of their authority. In 
fact, in the Third Session it ,vas asserted that, not- 
',vithstanding the departure of the Pope, the council 
rctnained undissolved; and ,,,,hen next the council 

 nlet, the four fatuous Articles ".cre enacted, \\Thich 
..'appeared to clainl for a general council superiority 
to the Pope (l\Iarch 29th).554 ...\11 the Italian bishops 

-.and cardinals opposed these decrees, and declarcli 


6.>-1 The First and the Second Articles are as follows: ., Ha.:'c 
sancta Synodus Constantiensis. generale conciliulll faciens pro e:\.- 
tirpatione prcsentis schislnatis et unione et refonnatione Ecclesiæ 
Dei in capite ct in 111elnbris ficnda ad laudcm Olnnipotentis Dei in 
Spiritu Sancto legitilllC congregata, ad conscquendml1 facilius, 

ecurius, uberius ct liberius unionen1 et refonnationeln Ecclesiæ 
Dei orclinat, definit, statuit, decernit et declarat ut sequitur. Et 
priu10 declarat quod ipsa in Spiritu Sancto legitime congregata 
gcncralc concilimll faciens et Ecclcsian1 Catholicam Inilitantclll 
representans, potestaten1 a Christo iuunccliate habet, cui quilibet 
cuju5cmnquc status vel dignitatis l etialnsi Papalis existat. obcdire 
tenetur in his, quæ pertinent ad fide111 et extirpatiouen1 dicti schis- 
1l1atis, ac generalen1 refonnationen1 Ecclesiæ Dei in capite et in 
Inelnbris. Iten1 declarat quod quiclllnque, cujusclllnque conditionis, 
status \-el dignitatis etiamsi Papalis existat, qui 111andatis statutis, 
seu ordinationibus, aut pra
ceptis hujus sancta:' synodi aut cujus- 
cmllque alterius concilii generalis legitin1e congregati, super præ- 
111issis, seu ad ca pertinentibus, factis, \.el faciendis obedire 
contmnaciter contelnpserit, nisi resipuerit, condignæ pænitentiæ 
subjiciatur et debite puniatur, etiaIn ad alia juris subsidia, si opus 
fucrit, recurrendo."-(ollc. COllst., sess. iv. (Labbe, 1. xvi.. p. 6ï ; 
Hardt, t. iv., p. 89). Schc1estrate has abundantly pro\"Cd (in h
s 
IJiss. Hist. Thi'olog. ill Act. COIlC. COllstallt.) by 111any old 
ISS. 
of this council, that the clause of the First .Article did not exist in 
the original decree of the Fourth Session. 
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that they ,,-ould not attend the council unless, at 
1east, the clause of the First Artide concerning the 
reformation of the Church in its head and its nlenlbers, 
,as \vell as the ,vhole of the three last, \vere suppressed. 
They finally agreed that only the clause objected to 
-of the First, and the \vhole of the Second Article, should 
be omitted. N e\'ertheless, in the Fifth Session, through 
the influence of Gerson's party, the articles re-appeared 
,vithout alteration. In spite of this, in order to avoid 
scandal, the cardinals did not cease to attend the 
session, but refused to vote. 5 :>5 On this a double 
.question arises-first, \vere those Articles proposed by 
the Assenlbly of Constance as a matter of faith? 
secondly, ,vere they received by the majority of the 
synod \vithout any lilnitation, and as general principles 
of ecclesiastical la\v even for the normal state of the 
'Church? Questions of such Ï1nportance as these can 
for a rigorous examination. 
V. vVith regard to the first, ,,-e HUlst rel11aïk, in the 
first place, that the Articles in question do not exhibit 
any of those characteristics "rhich distinguish a doctrinal 
decree. The synod did not pronlldgate the maxims of 
the Jiour Articles as dognlas, nor did it qualify thc 
contrary vic\\'s as heretical; nor did it even impose 
them as articles of belicf upon the faithful. These 
l\rticles \vere unquestionably proposed by the council 
.as S)'IIOdical [ollstitlttiol/s-the ternl applied to thenl in 
the acts thel11selves. 5 :>G Neither could they have any 
of the authority belonging to a decree enacted by a 
general council. For to clothe a synodical decree \vith 
that authority. it is necessary that it should be maturely 
discussed in thc general asselnbly, according to the 


,j:i,j A f:l. C01ll-". C01lslanl. a Schc1cstratc cdita (Labbe, t. xvi., 
p. 76, seq.); Lcnfant, l. ii., Sec. xv., scq., sec. )"xv., seq., p. 101, scq., 
p. 114, scq. 
;'.j6 Labbe: COliC. (ÒIlSllllll.. SCSS. h"., Y. (t. x,"i.. pp. 66, 7 2 ). 
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invariable practice of all æctllnenical councils. K 0"-, 
the Four Articles ,vere discussed only in a prh-ate 
meeting of son1e theologians, under the presidency of 
Cardinal Zabarella; and it ,vas there that the resolution 
,vas taken to publish them in their integrity, as ha\-ing 
been fran1ed by the Chancellor of Paris. 5 :>; Thus the 
greater part of the bishops and doctors of the assen1bly 
had no opportunity of raising their voices in favour of 
the Catholic doctrine in a n1attcr ,vhich concerns the 
very esscnce of the Church's constitution. The victory 
'"as \,-on in the council by the Gerson faction, \vhose 
doctrines had already been solcIl1nly put forth, both 
before and during the council/ 3s in spite of the protest 
of the ,vhole College of the Cardinals, and the oppo- 
sition of the n10st learned theologians of the tiIHe. 
I n fact, ,vhen, in the Sixth Session, Cardinal D' Ailly 
proposed that the sentence of conden1nation against 
\ Viclyffe should be issued in the name of the council, 
,,"ithout any mention of the Pope, t,,-elve only of the 
theologians appointed to report on the n1atter agrced 
\\.ith D'AiIly; the others finl1ly n1aintained that the 
council had po\,'er only ,,'hen closely united \vith the 
head oÍ the Church. f);)!) The discussion and decision are 
ne",. evidences going to prove that the Articles of the 
Fourth and Fifth Sessions ,vcre not intended as matters 
of faith, especially as the Patriarch of Antioch openly 
asserted in the Sixth Session that, the Pope being 
superior to the council, every decree should be pub- 


;';'ï Lcnfant: Op. cit., 1. ii., sec. x\"Üi., p. 108. He quotcs the 
acts as edited by Hardt and Schelestrate. 
5;'
 See the works of Gerson, especially that on the PO"ZtH'r 
(1" the (7zllrclz, quoted aboye, and the Oration delivered to the 
council after the departure of John XXI 11. (Op., pt. i., p. 317, 
seq.). 
.>;;9 See Lcnfant, 1. ii., scc. xlii., seq., p. 131 ; and Hardt., t. i\"., 
p. 13 6 . 
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lished in his natne, anù not in that of the council,560 
while Cardinal Ð' Ailly did not dare to accuse him of 
heresy.561 Nothing ,vas evcr defined as of faith con- 
cerning ,\'hich the Roman Church and its head ,vere 
not consulted, or against \vhich the ,\'hole College of 
the Cardinals entered its protest. It ,vas detcrn1Îned 
by the Council of Constance itself that, ,,"ithout the 
Cardinals élS representativcs of the Ron1an Church, no 
decree of faith should be passed in the sYllod. 5G2 Now', 

lartin V. openly declared to the Poles that he intended 
to approve those decrees only ,,,hich had been enacted 
in accordance ,,-ith th
 rules of general councils (COll- 
riliariter).5G3 But the .L\rticles in question, as \\"e have 
seen, did not sati:;fy these conditions; because, (I.) they 
werc not properly and publicly discussed by the council, 
and (2.) they \vere not approved by the Ronlan Church 
and its head the Pope. These cannot, therefore, be 
comprehended alnong the decrees '\\"hich 11artin \T. 
intended to sanction in his ans\ver to the Polish deputies. 
Finally, \\'C have in our favour D'Ailly anù Gerson 
the!llselvcs. For Ð' Ailly, in his treati..-;c De Ecclt'siæ 
t"t CardÙll
IÙ{J1l Poles/ate, after having endea\'oured to 
prove that the general council is superior to the Pope, 
professes at the end that he did not mean to decide 
the question, but only to put fOr\\"ard arguments 
favouring his vie\v, leaving it to the general council 
to pronounce a dcfinitive sentence on the subject. 564 


(j(jO Proþositio Palriarchæ 
lJlti{)cldæ (Labbe, t. x\"i., App. COIlC. 
C t ... 8 H d "" . 6 ) 
_011S llllt., n. XllJ., p. 21, seq. ar t. t. 11., 1-" 295; t. 1\'., p. 4. 
661 Lenfant: 1. ii" sec. xlvi., seq., p. 13..... seq. 
5ù
 See Hardt: t. ii.) p. 288. Bccchctti: His!. Eecl. COll!i1t- 
uazÙmt'd' Orsi., t. ii., p. 337, seq. 
L6J COile. COlts!., scss. xh". (Labbe, t. xvi., pp. 746-748). 
:;GI "Quæ talnen non definitivc dctenninando sed doctrinaliter 
3uadcndo posita sunt: nalU hujus rei dcfinitioncUl sacri Concilii 
determinationi submitto."-Ð'Ailly: IJc Eee/esiæ et Cart/illa/iu1f: 
Pote:stelle, c. iv., pt. iii. (in Gersonis Op., pt. i., p. 93..1.). 

 



194 The SIIþrCJJle AuthorilJ' of the Pope. 


He would not have spoken thus in a matter of faith. 
I\1oreover, Gerson, in another treatise \\'hich bears the 
same title, says that, after the Council of Constance, 
the contrary doctrine ,vas held by many.GUS This sho\vs 
that the Articles \vere not really received by the synod as 
definitions of faith. Let us proceed to inquire ,vhat is 
the true meaning of these synodical constitutions. 
VI. Protestants-German at; \vell as English-have 
asserted that the Fathers of Constance ruled that the 
council is superior to the Pope, and that the forn1er 
has a coercive po\ver over the latter. The Gal1icans 
maintained the same principle, and asserted it in the 
second of the Four Articles of 1682. to A peculiar 
embarrassment," says Gieseler, II \vas prepared for the 
Popes by the fact that they "'ere obliged to regard the 
Council of Constance as æcumcnical, in order to prove 
the \Oalidity of their o\\"n succession; \"hile they \vere, 
nevertheless, compelled to reject its fundan1ental prin- 
ciples, \vhich \vere the ground\vork of the Gallican 
system."5ûG 1\1r. Palmer also thinks that, II "[he Synod 
of Constance decreed that a general council \\"as su pcrioT 
to the Pope." :;û7 It is doubtless true that the Gerson 
faction had no other purpose in vie\v in dra\ving up 
the .l\rticles in question. The \\Titings published by 
Gerson, both before and during the council, and espe- 
cially his 01 atioll after the departure of John XX I I I., 
would afford sufficient c.vidence of the fact, even \vere 
\ve destitute of other proofs. But it is not established 
that the majority of the Assembly of Constance ad- 
mitted these Articles in the precise sense of the Gerson 


665 Gerson: De Potestate Ecclesiastica, consid. xii. (Op., pt. i., 
p. 135. Edit. cit.). 

66 Gieseler: History of the Chln"cll, vol. iv., pt. iii.) c. i.. 
sec. 13 6 , p. 43 2 . 
567 Pa]mer: Church of Christ, pt. iv., c. xi., sec. iv., \'01. ii... 
p. 17 2 . 
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faction. On tIlt 6 contrary, \\c ha\'c sufticicnt proofs 
that they did not approve thenl as guiding" principles 
for the Honnal state of the Church, and \\"ith regard 
to a Pope la\\-fully clcctc(l and universd.lly rccognised 
as the lcgititnatc head of the Church. \Ve nlain- 
tain that these Articles \\"cre understood to hold good 
only for the tin1c of a schistn caused by doubts as tv 
the legitilnate Pope. 'V e "ill state briefly the chief 
reasons in support of our assertion. first, all kno,," hou,. 
anxious the Fathers of Constance \vere, that, after the 
grievous disorders caused by the schism, a schen1e should 
he dra\\"n up for reform in the discipline of the Church. 
:\" 0\\", in the S
ssion xxxviii., the Gcrn1an nation" proposed 
that should the Pope about to be chosen neglect 
before his coronation to secure the refornl intended by 
thè council, the decree of his election should be invali- 
dated. But the assen1bly rejected the propusal. rc- 
rnarking that, (( The Pope, once elected, could not be 
so bounù."5t.s In accordance. therefore, \\'ith that reso- 
lution, a decree of nJurn1ation \\.as fran1ed by the 
council in the Session xl. ,\'ithout any penal 
anction, 
because it concerned the l
gitilnatt" Pontiff then about 
to he clectcd. Gô9 They adopted the saIne course \\ ith 
regard to the synods \\-hich \vcre to be assen1blcd by 
the ne\\- Pope. 570 But in that very session, "hen they 
"'cre conte!nplating the case of a schisn1 in the event 
of contending Popes, they ilnposeù on such the obli- 
gation of calling- a genera) council, adding the 1l10St 
grievous penal tics, and even depo
ition, in case of 
neglcct. 571 No\v, the 
triking difference of these decrees 
afford
 a key to the lncaning of the .Articles of the- 


,")ti8 .. Elcctus non pok
t ligari."- Conc. COltst., 5CSS. xxxviii. 
(Labbe, 1. c., pp. 694--5'- 
569 Ibid., sess. xl., p. 706, seq. 
:;ìO Ibid., sess. xxxix. p. i OO . 
:;;1 Ibid., pp. ï O I -
. 
r\ 2 



196 TILe SlIprcl}J{' AUI/tori!)' of tile [)oþt'. 


Fourth and Fifth Sèssion. \\Te sec that \,'hen the council 
treats of doubtful POpèS, it exercises a cocrci\'c power, 
but "'hen it deals \\'ith certain and legitilnate Popes, it 
lays no clain1 to such po\\'cr, bl:cause the la,,'fully-elected 
cannot be bound. I-fencc the Articles of the Fourth 
and Fifth Session have reference only to a doubtful 
Pope in a time of schisn1, l\'loreover, in the last 
ession 
of the san1e council, \vhen the representatives of the 
Polish nation intended to appeal to the future council 
fron1 the sentence of the Pope, l\lartin \T. inhibited 
then1 fron1 so doing under pain of cxconln1unication. 57 :': 
And yet "in that numerous assen1bly no one objected;. 
for. had any une raised his \"oice against the Papal 

e.ntence, Gerson \\'ould not have failed to Inention 
the fact in the treatise \\'hich he "Tote on the subject 
after the council had separated.!í73 On the contrary, 
the person \"ho had been the author of the i \rticles of 
the Fourth ,lnd Fifth Session, anLl had understood 
them in the Gallican sense, ren1arked. that they could 
not be reconciled ,,,ith the decision of 
Iartin ,.... against 
the appeal to the council.!í74 Nor did the Synod of 
Constance atten1pt ev<:n to exercise any po\ver of supre- 
macy by the deposition of the three conflicting Popes. 
.Fron1 the r\cts of the Council, it clearly appears that 
John .xXIII. "'as nL)t depused by the council, but he 
himself, by a solemn act, resigned his Papal dignity 
into the hands of the synod. 575 Gregory XI I. follo\ved 
in the sanIè path, and conuuitted his Pontifical autho- 
rity to the council.I\7G Peter de I"una (Benedict XIII.) 


5ï2 COile. COIl.
/., SL'S
. xh-., pp. ï 46--7 48. 
,j'j3 "Quon1odo ct an liceat in causis fidei a 5Ulluno Pontitì.ce 
;lppellarc" (in 0}1. cit.. pt. i., p. 43 I, seq. ì. 
.jï1 Ibid., p. 43ï. 
;,j;' COJ;
-. COIl.r/.. scss. A. (Labbè. 1. C., p. I ï 5); ct SC3S. xii., 
p, 
 1.+. 
;.7'. Cc.mc. C(J;:st,; :)
s:::. xiv. (l.abb(:J 1. c., pp. .!
-t-5). 
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alone ,\ as depo
cd at the close of the council, \"hen 
he '\as openly guilty of schisn1 and heresy, and the 
Church ,,-as already united under the ne\\y Pope, 
1Iartin \T. In the sentence of deposition. Dc Luna 
is declared a schisn1atic and cl heretic, rejected by God 
H in1self, and cut of( [ron1 the body lIf Christ. 5jì If. 
then, the Fathers of Con
tancc did not dare to treat 
even doubtful Pontiff
, in a til11e of schism, accùrding 
to the maxiIns of the ... \rticles of the Fourth and Fifth 
Sessions, ho,v can ,re helieve that they intended to 
,enforce these vcry .J\rticJcs as general rules for the 
Church in its nonnal state? 
\TII. It is true that the synod assc111bled at BasIc 
(1Jec. L-t-, 143 1 ) not only rene\\-ecl the A rticlcs of Con- 
stance in thè Sècond Session, but intended thu
 to 
assert against the legitiluate Pontifi
 Eugenius IV., its 
supren1acy and independence in the U ni\-ersai Church 
 
nay, even pretended to l11akt> (If then1 a matter of 
faith. 578 But fir
t, before the s\'l1ud had renc,,-ed these 
,ùecrees in the Second Session. ]
ugcnius I \T.. on De- 
,cembcr 10, 1431, haù issued the bull of its dissolu- 
. tion ;5,9 so that Cardinal J uJian. \\-ho had been appointed 
by the Pope pn.:sidcnt of the counciI,5
o in obedience- 
to this ne\V order of EUh'cnius. resigned his office.5
1 
'Thus that decree \\-as Inadc \vithout the concurrence 
of any reprcsentatÏ\-e of the I Ioly See; anù, Inoreovcr, 
,only by seven or cisht prelates, ,\"ho \vcrc then as- 


:,jj Callc. (.ll//sl.. SèSS. xx},xii. (Labbe, 1. c.. pp. 68 I -2 '. 
5ï8 Co 11 c 'iliu III Basikol.'ìC, scss. ii" 
e:-)S. x\"iii., 
t 
css. XXlll. 
(Lahb
, t. >..vii" pp. 236, 305, 389). l:.:pist. ,'):YJlt1di Basill'cJ!sis nd 
Ora/ores ]JrilltïpuJIl (1. c.. p. 536, seq.). 
.::,j9 ftulla 1:'/fgt:llii II: dc RC7'()CatioJ1c COIlC. Basilet". (in App. 
,y. ad COile. Basil.. n. Iii. LaLbe, t. xvii.. p. 733). 
GW Lilt. r.'ugc'llii Iv: ad l (Trd. cl u liallum, (in s
ss. Í. Cone. DasH.. 
.1. c., p. 2:!7). 
[,81 III Bulla Rdradatit.1lltS Pii /1. (bz Collt'c:tioll( 11/o1t:flllt"Jl!t}- 
nu1Z, Ope L. Veith. Dc: Prima/u P"þæ, p. za8.) 
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sctnblcd at BasIc, and ,\ ho dared to brayc the orùers 
()f the Head of the Church.58
 \Vith regard to the 
Eighteenth Session, these ^ rticles "'ere not ackno\v- 
]edged by the legates of the Pope, of ,,"hon1 some 
\\-ere absent, and SOIne protested against the decrees; 
if sc\'cral signed thenl, they acted as pri,-ate persons, 
to secure the honour of presiding in the counci1.58
- 
l
ut not c\-en then ,,'as the council la,,-[ully asscrnbled, 
{or it had not con1plied ,yith the conditions in1posed 
by Pope Eugenius IV. in the bull by \\'hich he ,,-ith- 
drew' anù cancelled the ùrder or its dissolution. 1'hesc 
conditions 'n
re: (I.) That all whatsoe\-er had been 
èithcr said or '\Tittcn in the synod against the authority 
f)f the Pope 
hould be annulled: and (2.) that th_ 
Ron1an legates should be adtnitted to a 1'ca! presi- 
dency oí the cOllncil.fi
.l 
o". the synod not only did not 
o:lt1nul thc ùecrees against the authority ùf the .l\postolic 
See, but it .sanctioned thcIn again and again, and pro- 
posed thC111 as articles of faith. l\h)reo\'er, it refused tû 
allo,," tht: legates to exercise their full po\\'er.;,8;>> in1posing 
\)11 thCt11 conditions Ino
t injurious to the Papal clain1s. fiSG 
rhus it fo11o\\"s that e\'en in the Eighteenth Session,. 
when the decrees "'ere renewed against the supren1e 

l.uthority of the Pope, the Synod of Bas]e \\'as unùer 
the sentence of dissolution pronoul1ced by Pope Euge- 


;'I;
 Yide BulLlln eil. Pii 11., 1. e. Lill. j':l'l;-cJlii II/: ad COIlC. 
Basil. (in App. .lel hoc Cone., n. xlv.; yel in pt. i. CtJllC. Florollini, 
n. xiii. Labbe, t. x,'iii.. p. 8Ra, seq.). The Fathers of BasIc con- 
fessed the smalln
ss of their ntllnber in the J\")/,5'/'. "\)'Jwd.. n. xyi., 
in COllC. Basil. (Labbe. t. x\ ii., p. S6ï). 
[,
3 TurrCCrel11ata: III Rt'sþ. at! Basilt:tïlS"S ill C(Jll,-. ]-.loroll., 
pt. ii.. n. 19 (Labbe, t. xyiii., p. 14 80 ). 
,.,'-1 \ïrle Ilullalll 1::/
f{l'Jlii II:, in sess. x,'i. [{JJ/c. Jill.i'il. (La3be, 
t. '(vii., p. :292, seq.). Turrecrclnata: l. c., n. 1 S (Labhe, 1. x\ iii). 
"
.
;, e(ll/C. 1111sil., 
ess. xyii. (Labbe', t. x,'ii.. p. 304'. Turrccrc.. 
Jllata: 1. C. 
.;'ìG ].. c, 
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uius in the Bull of l)ecember IS, 1431. ..\11 kno\v \vhat 
was the nliscrable end of that 'synod; it '\"cnt so far 
in its overbearing rashness as to Ünpcach the Pope 
hilTIself (July 3f, 1437) ;5S7 to pronounce upon hinl, first, 
a sentence of suspension (January 24, 1438),5':-" and at 
1cngth a final sentence of dcposition (l\iay 25, I439)..:íS9 
But its votc, and its .I. \nti-Pope Felix \?'., Inct 'with 
nothing but contenlpt froln the Catholic ,,'orId, already 
\vearied by the long schisln healed at Constance. Princes 
....nd people took no notice of the decrees of Basle, but 
adhered to }
ugenit1s 1\1., the real head of the Church.. 
the truc representative of Christ, apart fronl ,\'hon1 no 
council in\'ested ,,'ith suprenle authority can exist. 
Anglicans should rell1CIllbcr that at that period-that 
is, half a century before the f;Teat apostacy of Pro- 
testantisnl-F
ngland declared itself for Pope Eugenius 
and his suprc111acy, against the authority of the council. 
I Ienry VI., then IZing of England, rebuked in se\Tere terms 
the l\ssclnbly of Bash
 for having sho\\'n such rashness 
as to judgc the Sovereign Pontiff and cause the good 
to fcar lest the day of j\ntichrist \\'crc at hand. 
\nd 
he ordered that, in spite of its decrees, the annates 
should be paid to Pope Eugcnius. wo r[hc Bishops of 
1
ngland finnly resoh.cd that should the Synod of Bash; 
choose (l nc\\ Pope, th
r ,\"ould adhere to Eugenius IV., 
ctnd obcv his ordcr
.5()1 .L \nd thc,. refused tu ackno"r- 
J . 


L
7 C01lc. Basil.. scss. xxvi. (Lahbe, t. xvii., p. 3-19. s
q"). 

f<" COil.:. Basil., sess. x).xi. (Labbe. t. .\.'" ii.. p. 376, scq.). 
f)
9 COile. Basil., SeS::'. xxxiy. (Labbe, 1. c.. p. 390, seq.). 
600 Patricius: Ilis!. Co Il C. llasi!. ct Flon'll!., ll. lxxii. (in Labbe, 
1. xviii., p. 1368); ct in ..I ctis COllc. FltJrcll/. (1. c.. p. 873). 
601 COllvocatio Pr,clat. ct C/cri Ùl 
.ccksill S. Pauli. Lonùon, 
\.D. 1433. (In .Actis COIlC. llril., A. \\ïlkins, t. iii., pp. 521-2.) 
Th
 question proposed in that synod \\ as- h Si proccdatur per 
{"oncilium (nasilccn
e) 4ll0d absit, ad clcctioncnl novi SUlnmi 
Pontifi.cis, nunlquid ubedictur dOIl1ino nostro Papæ nlodcrno, aut 
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ledge F e!ix V., the nonlinee of the Council of Basle. 
1\1l this evidently sho\vs ho\v deep ,vas the conyiction 
in England, as \\.ell as in the \vholc Catholic \yorld, that 
the Pope is, by ùivinc institution, superior to all 
bishops, ,vhether dispersed throughout the Church, or 
assembled in general council; and in the ITcut11cnical 
Synod of lilorence, the Catholic doctrine \vas soleI11nly 
affirmed, \vith the approval of all parties. I
ugenius 
IV., ,vith the full consent of the asselnbled Fathcrs, 
in his Bull J[OJISCS, percn1ptorily conden1l1ed the errors 
of the Council of BasIc regarding the authority of the 
Ron1an Pontift
w2 Cardinal Turrecremata expressed the 
same vie\\. ,\'hen, in the nalne of the Pope, he ans\vcred 
the Orator of the Assembly of BasIc at the Council 
of Florence. lIe proved most solidly that the Pope 
is superior to the general council, and that the Synod 
of BasIc had nlisunderstood and 111isrcprcsented the 
n1caning of the 
\rtjcles of Constance. fj
);) 
VIII. But further, in the decree of Union of the 
Churches of the East and \Vest, the Council of Florence 
expressly ackno\vledges the suprelne divine authority 
of the Pope o\yer the \vhole Church to be a Inatter of 
faith. l"he definition of the Florentine Council on this 
point presents all the characters requisite to an æcu- 


alteri 
ie per con cilium cligel1do, aut neutri corum?" And the 
unanimous answer of the conncil was-" Conclusit cIerus unani- 
miter quod donlino nostro Papæ moderno tanqual"1 vero et indu- 
bitato Sumno Pontifici, sicul in ipso præsenti telnpore cxtitit 
obeditunl, ita in futunan obediendUln; nec csset obedicntia suæ 
sanctitati debita <-luonlodolibet subtrahenda," &c. 
692 Bulla Jfo)'sts, in Cone. Florent., pt. iii. (Labbe, t. xviii., 
p. 1202). "Constantiensc ConciliulTI in Inalmn ae reprobum 
sensum et a sana doctrina penitus alienum pcrtrahunt," &c. (1. c.. 
p. 120 5). 
693 Resþ01lsio Card. TurrccrCl1zala Í1z Cone. Florentino ad Btl.!i- 
leenses (Labbe, t. xviii., p. 1428, seq"). 
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ml:nical decrce. 594 SonIC of the cxtren1e Gallicans, as 
T.Jaunoy, do not number this synoù aillong the general 
councils, \vhiIst tht.:y blush not to give that nan1C to 
the tniscrablc conventicle of BasIc. And they contest 
its legititnacy on the ground of its ha\'ing lnet \vhilst 
the rival S:ynod of BasIc \vas Yl.:t holding its sessions. 
But Natalis Alexander, hilusclf a Gallican, has triun1ph- 
antly proveù this point against them ;:>!);) and since \\"
 
do not \vish to go into the subject, \ve refer the reader 
to his \\"ork. The learned dissertation of the DOlninican 
should be r
ad by all \\"ho, like 1\lr. Paln1cr,59û agree 
\vith LatInoy; they ,,-ill gain fron1 it a just idea of the 
authority of the Council of Florence. \Ve \vill proceed 
to exan1ine the force of this council's definition con- 
cerning the supreme pO\'ver of the ROI11an Pontiff. "\V c:. 
define," the Fathers declare, "that the holy ,.Apostolic 
See, and the H..oman Pontiff, possess the primacy over 
the \vholc \vorld; that the l
oman Pontiff is the suc- 
cessor of St. Peter, Prince of the Apostles, the true 
Vicar of Christ, the f lead of the whole Church, the 
Father and Doctor of all Christians; further, that the 
full po\\-er of feeding, ruling, and guiding the Universal 
Church \\-as entrusted to hin1, through bless(;d Peter, 


tJ
t "I tcn1 dcfinimus sanclaln A postolicnn Sede111 ct Rom_ 
Pontificen1 in universUll1 orbclu tenere primatum, ct ipsun1 Pon- 
tificcm Ron1. successon
n1 esse H. Petri Principis ..\postolorum ct 
\'cnnn Christi Vicarium, totiusllue Ecc1csiæ caput ct omnimn 
Christianorun1 Patrcn1 ct Doctorem existcrc; ct ipsi in B. Petro 
pascendi rC'gcndi ac gubcrnandi Universalcn1 Ecclcsian1 a Domino 

 ostro J esu Christo plenan1 pokst.ltcln traditmn esse: quelnad- 
1110dum etiaIn in gcstis æcumenicorum conciliorUln ct in sacri
 
canonibus contindur."-Collc. Flor., in sess. XX\-., textus Graxo- 
Latinus (Labbe, t. xviii., p. 516, seq.). 
f>!)5 
 atalis Alexander: Hist. Eccl., t. xviii., diss. x., art. i., 
p. 6o-t. Edit.::\1 ansi, 1790). 
696 Paln1cr: Churclr. of Christ, vol. ii., pt. hr., c. xL, sec. v.. 
p. 177. 



202 The ....)lIpr/;
111e 
4 uthorilJ' of thr POpl'. 


by Jesus Christ our Lord. as is also contained In the 
cccttn1enical councils and in the sacred canons." This 
decree contains the final definition by the Council of 
Florence of the divine suprenlacy of the Ron1an Pontiff. 
The Pope is represented as the successor of St. l)eter, 
as Vicar of Christ. as the head and the pastor of the 
,vhole Church, as the so,-ercign tt?'acher of all Christians; 
his authority is considered to be in its nature full and 
suprenlc. in its extension universal. in its origin di\'inc, 
being deri\'ed froIn Christ I-f inlsel( The lllcaning of 
this dcfinition could not be nlisuIHlerstood by the 
Eastern bi
hops and Patriarchs. l\bout t\vo centuries 
before the Council of Florcnc
, the Grcek Etnperor 
:\lichael had fully adn1itted. in the nanlC of his nation, 
the formulary of faith presented to hiIll by Gregory X. 
in the Seconù CEculnenical Synod of Lyons, and in 
it he had plainly ackno\vlcc1ged that the l<'onlan Pontiff 
'\'as divinely entrusted ,,-ith full and suprerl1e authority 
over the ,\ hole Church; that all contro\"ersies of faith 
\vere to be settled by his judgnlcnt; that all person
 
\\'ere free to appeal to hinl fron1 any Church tribunal 
,,'hatever; that all the privileges of the other sees, and 
especially of those of Patriarchal Jignity, \\rere to be 
ascribed to a concession by the See of Ron1c, the 
prerogative of \\-hich \\'as ah\.ays to be Inaintained in 
the general councils, as "'ell as in all othcr circulll- 
stances. fiD7 Thic; fonnulary receivl:d the signatures of all 
the Greek bishops. In the Illectings held at Florence 
by thl: Eastern bishops for the purpose of coming to 
an agreen1cnt concerning the authority of the Pope, they 
had required t,,'o conditions fruI11 the J-Ioly See-first, 
that the Pope should not assetnble any general council 
without the prl:\"ious consent of the Gret:k El11pcror 


:>ü1 Litlcræ JfÙ-!Zlltlis }>ala>ol{
l{i Ilu}. ad Gn'l{lJrÙtl1Z ..Y., in Cone. 
Lugd. ii. (Labbè, t. xiv., p. 5 12). 
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and the Patriarchs; secondly, that in case of appeal 
to Ronlc against a sentence of a Patriarch, the latter 
should not be obliged to appear at Rornc before the 
tribunal uf the Pope. But Eugenius 1\'. declined to 
adnlit either of these conditions; he explicitly de- 
clared that he ",'ould Inaintain the authority \\.hich 
he had received fron1 Christ, to \\"hich even the Patri- 
archs \\'ere subject. Thereupon the Elnperor and the 
Greek prelates, after S0111C difficulty and hesitation,. 
finally cornplied \\rith the \\'ill of the Pontiff, and ac- 
kno\vledged his full authority o"er the Universal 
ChUiCh"59S Thus, in the Synod of Florence, the Greek 
no less than the Latin Church confessed as a dogma 
of íàith the eli, ine supreIuacy of the ROInan Pontiff. 
They therefore condemned the error that the authority 
of the Pope over the \vhole Church is not Jilris divi11i, 
or that it is deri\-ed froll1 the Church itself; for it \\-ould 
be absurd to suppose that the Pope, ,,'ho is by divine" 
institution the head and the teacher of the \vhole 
Church, regards his o\\"n authority as received from that 
\Try Church. Hence, although the Council of Florcnc
 
did not explicitly define the superiority of the Pope 
to the general council, still it in1plied this superiority 
by necessary consequence, for it defined his authority 
in an absolute n1anner, excluding every litnitatioll 
of it, and deriving it froIn the institution of God 
IIitnself. lIo\\. then can the council be supposed to 
have adjudged that the divinely appointed head of the 
Church ...,hould be subject to the general asscn1bly of 
the bishops, ,vho, ,vithout the Pope, cannot represent 
the Universal Church? I-Iow' could the 
ouncil believe 
that the divinely-established pastor of the \vhole flock 
of Christ-people and bishops-should be fed by the 


:-.n... Ac'!tl Græco-Lcztilltl Cl"IC. Floren/illl, sess. xx\". (Labbe, 
t. xviii., pp. 514-517). 
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bishops in a general n1eeting? 1-1 encc the Synod of 
Florence listened, \\Tithout protest, to the oration de- 
livered by John, provincial of the DOlninicans, in ,vhich 
he plainly stated that the Pope, as the head, the pastor, 
the teacher, and the ruler of the Universal Church, is 
superior to the bishops assclnblcd in synod.!>!)!) They, 
moreover, cvinced no :->urprise \vhen Turrccrelnata in- 
culcated the san1e doctrine in still 1110rc explicit tern1S 
in the ans\ver addressed to the deputies fro1l1 Basle. 60o 
The Fathers of Ii'lorence, though they fclt that the 
Pope "pas of necessity superior to the council, did not 
express that doctrine in an explicit form in thcir defi- 
nitions of faith, out of deference to the suggestions of 
prudence, on account of the schislnatical behaviour of 
the .l\sseInbly of Basle. The ultra-Gallicans ""cre ,,"cll 
av\"are of this, and on that account endeavourcd to 
disprove the (ccun1cnical character of the Council of 
Florence, that so they ll1ight lessen the authority of 
those maxims, ,vhich they kne\\p to be contrary to the 

econd of the Articles of 1682. 
IX. After all "pe havc said, it is easy to clear a\\ray 
the difficulty ,,"hich Gallican
 and Protestants attempt 
to found on the last ,vords of the foregoing passage- 
., QueInadn10dun1 etian1 in gestis æcuInenicorUI11 con- 
.ciliorum et in sacris canonibus continetur." They 
maintain that by these \vords the Council of Florence 
,asserted the subordination of the Pope to the bi:;hops 
asselnbled in a general synod, and his consequent sub- 
jection to the la\\-s \vhich they should enact. For this 
purpose they have recourse to the Greek text, in ,\'hich 
the ,vords xa,O' 811 ':"p6.;:-oll 'Y..aí x. ':". À. seem to then1 to bear 
"a meaning at variance \yith the Latin text and \vith 



!}9 Joan. Provo DÙþula!io de Prima/u Paþæ, collat. xxii. Cone. 
Florentini, Act. Latina (Labbe, t. xviii., p. [[ 56). 
600 Resþ01tsio Card. Turrt.'C1 N/la/a ad llasilcenses, pt. ii. (Labbe, 
.t. xviii., p. 1476, seq.), 
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the conlmon Catholic doctrine. But they arc grossly 
Inistaken; for, in the first place, the original text of the 
decree of union \\'as not, properly speaking, in Greek, 
but in Latin. The Latin te
t approyed by the Pope 
,\P3S laid before the Greek f'-:rnperor, Patriarchs, and 
bishops. It ,vas afterwards translated into Greek, 
copied and read aloud in both languages in the council, 
and then signed by the Pope, the Enlperor, and all the 
bishops both of the l..atin and the Greek Churches. GOl 
Therefore, although the Greek as "'ell as the Latin text 
nlay thus be regarded as original, yet the Greek is to be 
explained by the Latin rather than the Latin by the 
Greek. No\\. the Latin text is inconsistent ,\ ith the 
interpretation deyised by the author of the DcfcllSio 
Dccl. CIeri Gallicalli,ôo2 and adopt
d by Protestants. 
But, onlitting this consideration, does the meaning of 
xatJ' 
v 'i'púr,:ov 7..aí differ from the qllcJJladJJ10d1l11l ctia1Jl of 
the Latin text? By nu means, But as clear proofs of 
this have been again and again adduced by numerous 
\vriters, it \vould be useless to spend time in solving a 
difficulty ,vhich a vcry slnall anlount of Greek scholar- 
ship show's to be of no \\ eight. '-rhe Acts themselves of 
the Florentine Council fully sho,\" that thL expression 

(1"O' (III 'ip 6'7:0 II Y..u.í of the Greek tcxt cannot have any 
Ineaning different from that of qllc1JladJJ1oduJll ctia1Jl in 
the Latin. For the Byzantine Elnperor and the Greek 
bishops by the use of that expression did not con- 
tClnplate putting the slightest lilnit to thc authority 
of the Pope, but ,vishcd to point out the trust\\'orthy 
historical evidences by ,vhich it \\'as to be confirmed 
and explained. It ,"as the L,atins \\'ho had inserted 
the final clause-" QucInadtnodurn definiunt c;;cripturæ 
sacra" ct dicta sanctorum." But an objection bcinf., 


601 Lahbe, 1. Co. p. 1183. 
eo
 Bossuet: 1. vi., c. xi. (Op., vol. vii.. p. 
95, scq. Paris, 1863). 
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raised by the Greeks to the dicta sallctorulll, the Latins, 
in ordcr to relnove any difficulty in the ,vay of union, 
ag-reed to substitut
-., Quelnadlnodun1 ctian1 in gestis 
æcumenicorum conciliorurTI ct in sacris canonibus 
Icgitur ;" for the ,vords and the acts of the general. 
councils, in addition to their force as dicta .Sallctorll1Jl 
PatrUJ11, have a more decisive authority in illustration 
and confinnation of the prerogatives of the Pope.f>03 
X. The Council of Florence then, in accordance 
\\rith all the earlier teculnenicaJ synods, unequivocally 
ackno,,'lcdged the suprCIlle and absolute authority of 
the Roman Pontiî[ l'hat synod, a
 "pc have before 
ren1arked, asserted anù confirn1txl his superiority to 
the general council, although it did not insert in the 
decree of union an explicit definition of this prcrogati\re. 
No doubt then can relnain that the self-contradictory 
error of the Gallicans as to the superiority of the council 
over tht: Pope, ,vas, as "pe observed above, of recent 
origin, \\'hilst the contrary doctrine had its roots deep 
in thè Church and rested on the ground of ùivine 
revelation. The acts of the fir:;t eight councils afford 
a plain proof of our assertion, as the learned Rallerini 
have solidly delnonstrated.GO-l But \ve need not proceed 
further \\'ith this question, especially since in the second 
part of our ,vork '\"e shall have occasion to treat the 
subject anc\v, ,vhen \ve shaH speak of the infallibility of 
the Pope. For the present '\"C ,vill only remark that the 
maxim held by all antiquity ,\'as, that no general synod 
could have any authority except it ""cre confirn1cd by 
the sanction of the Roman Pontiff. This principle is 
plainly affirmed by the Greek historians Socrates and 
Sozomen, and evcn by the schislnatic Niccphorus, as 


603 Acla Græco-LatÍJzG COIlC. Flororlilli, scss. xxv. (Labbe, 
t. xviii., p. ; 18). 
ftÛ4 Ballerini: De f)olt'S!(1/(' Elxl. SUlIl1JlOrl{1Jt, Po 11 t{fiCli 111 
t 
-Collcil. Gorera/hull, c. v.
 sec. I, p. 6ï, scq. Aug. \'ïndel., 17ïo. 
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also in the Acts of the a
cun1
nical Councils of 
Ephesus, ChaIcedoll, and others. But it \vould be 
us
less in this place to reproduce docurnents, \\"hich 
have been quoted by. so l11any "oriters, as for instance 
by Charlas,U05 Zaccaria/ ìo6 and especially Cardinal Orsi, 
,vho, in his erudite \vork on the po\ver of the Pope over 
general synods, has fully and triumphantly refuted the 
errors of the author of the Dcfi'11Sio Dcc/. CIeri Galli- 
cani. cO "; The principal proofs of our doctrine arc 
given in even the ordinary courses of dogmatic theo- 
logy;608 so that it \vere needless to repeat here \vhat 
may be seen in \vorks \vhich are in the hands of 
everyone. '\l e \vill confine ourselves to pointing out 
that, if Gal1icanism is no\v nearly extinct in the Church 
of France, the reason is found in the COl1yiction of the 
clergy of that Catholic country that these opinions had 
their roots in the despotisn1 of the civil po\ver over the 
Church, and their fruit in the servitude of the Church 
to the civil po\ver. I t has been clearly understood that 
the maxinlS of Gallicanism have never been the doctrines 
of antiquity, even in the Church of France. Half a 
century before the Assen1bly of 1682, all the bishops of 
France, assembled in a general synod, had clearly ex- 
pressed their deep conviction upon the subject. .( The 
bishops," they said, (( shall also reverence our holy Father 
the Pope, the visible head of the Universal Church, the 


605 CharI as : De Libcrtatiblt.r /:.,'ccl. Gallic., l. v.. c. ix., p. 261. 
seq. Lcodii. 1684. 
606 Zaccaria: Alltift'brollío, t. iv., 1. hr.. P!J. 1-
OI. Cesena, 17ïo. 
Alltif,]brollÙlS VÙulicatus, pt. ii., diss. h o ., cappo ,..-viii", pp. 88- 
197. Cæscnæ, J 77 r. 
601 Orsi: D
 ROJll. POlZtijicis A uctoritllte ill S)'llodos æCII- 
m.ellicas, I. vii., C. iv., t. ii., p. 155. scq. Romæ, J 77 I. 
608 See .Kilbcr: Principia Tht-'ologica, disput. ii., c. iii., art. iii. 
(in Tlzi'%__r[. Doglll. I'Vircc!b:t1go1si, 1. i., pt. i., p. 3 I I. seq. Parisiis, 
1852). Perrone: Præ/eel. 111col., \"01. ,.iii., pt. i., sec. ii. J c. iii., 
prop. ii., p. 43', scq. Lovanii, 1843. 
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Vicar of God on earth, the bishop of bishops and patri- 
archs; in a ".ord, the successor of St. Peter, from \,"horn 
the apostleship and the episcopacy had their beginning, 
and upon "'horn Jesus Christ founded I-lis Church, by 
delivering to him the keys of heayen, \vith infallibility in 
faith, ,vhich in his succcs
ors we have seen miraculously 
l:ndure \rithout change to the present day."G09 Such 
,vere the sentiments of the French clergy before the 
Assetnbly of 1682; and '"cry tnany similar quotations 
ll1ight be adduced. But \\'e nced not repeat the argu- 
rncnts \vhich have been so \\
cll put by others, \Ve, there- 
fore, inyite all honest Protestants to apply for further 
proofs to IZilber,61o Andruzzi,611 Petitdidier,<.n2 Charlas,613 
Sfondrati,611 and Soardi,615 ,,
ho have treated the question 
at greater length than \ye hayc done, Thcir learned 
writings \"ill spare us the labour of extcnding further 
this first p..-trt of our \vork. 
XI. \ V c trust that \vhat \\"C have said has been 
sufficient to 
ho'v that ncither in antiquity, nor e\ren 
in the Decrees of Constance, can any support be found 
for the erroneous opinion of the superiority of the 
general council to the Pope. That opinion eyident1y 
cOlnprises in itself all the elements of schis111 and heresy; 
dnd it ""as adopted in the French Church at a tin1c 



G9 III JI01zitis ad .Archil-p. ctl

tJ., .A.D. 1626. Penes Kilber: 
1),
 sensu ECll. Gallicflllæ, Ycith. De PriInat. Papæ (in CoIl. 1\lon., 
P.251. 1\1cchliniæ, 18::!4\ 
GlO Kilber: Op. cit., 1. c., p. ::!48. sCli. 
G11 Andruzzi: Dc I)CJþcllla I::CC!cSÙR Dl1lirillll tit..' IJ!fall. Paþæ, 
J. ii., cappo i.. ii., iii., pp. 12 I - I 49. Bononia
, 1720. 
(ìl
 Petitdidier: Traitl Théolo.!{iqi/!' sur I',Autorill et l'bifall. 
tl
s Pt 7 þcs, c. xiv. Luxem,burg, p. 3-1.8, seq. 
613 Charb.s: Op. cit., 1. ii., c. xiii., p. 146, seq. 
6U Sfondrati: Gallia 1 ïlldicata, diss. iii., sec. \"i., p. 668, seq. 
Edit. 1702. 
61':; So
u'di: Dc ROJIl. PÙlIt{Jicis .1 uclori/atc Ecc/esia Gallicallæ 
.Sc'lte:ztia, 1. Í\
., c. iii., p. 108, s
q. 
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when that Church ,vas verging upon schis111 and heresy, 
tinder thc influcnce of the erroneous systcnl of the so- 
called Gallican Liberties, the tcndency of \vhich is in 
itself schisnlatical and heretical. But the Inore the 
French Church faithfully adhered to Catholic principles, 
the nlorc decidedly did it reject the schismatical InaxÏ1ns 
which it had adopted in compliance ,,'ith the \vill of an 
inlpcrious prince \vounded in hi::; pride and anlbition. 
The French Church, both before and after the Asst:mbly 
of 1682, and especial1y in our 0\\,-0 agc, has soleinnly 
ackno\vledged the independence of the suprenle authority 
of the Roman Pontiff of any synod, and its superiority to 
all general asselnblies of bishops. Those retrograde 
spirits \vho still persist in defending a systenl \vhich 
has no meaning in our time arc fc,,- in the France 
of the nineteenth century, and they arc found no\vhere 
but among the courtiers of an cnlpire \vhich enlltlates 
the greatness of Louis XIV., or alIlong that class of 
clergy \vho see no other ,,-ay open to dignities and 
to the patronage of the civil po\ver save the course 
of adulation and court intriguc, to the prejudice of 
ecclesiastical authority. 


o 



CONCLUSION. 


ANGLIC..\NIS).I: ITS ORIGIK, KA TURE, AND EFFECTS- 
O
LY RE
IEDY FOR ITS EVILS. 


I. I'HE High Church party in England is, in our days, 
nlore than evcr looking and longing for con1nlunion 
\vith that I
onlan Church \vhich the .t\nglican divines 
for three centuries stigmatiscd as tainted \vith schism 
and heresy. But ,vhile aiming at union, they are fillcd 
\vith alarlll at the prospect of \\'hat they call the prac- 
tical system of Papal authority being forced again upon 
this country: they protest against the po\\"cr \vhich \vas 
exercised by ROllle in olden tin1es; to this they attribute 
the schislll of the East, and the isolated condition of the 
Anglican Establisl1111ent; they assert that \\'ithout lin1Ï- 
tation and curtailment of the Papal authority, no basis 
can be laid for their reconciliation and cOlnnlunion 
rith 
ROInc. 616 r\ftcr ,vhat has bccn said in the foregoing 
sections, \ve have no need to exal11inc ,,-hat retrenchment 
and limitation of PapJ.l prerogative they delnand. For 
beyond all doubt, should the principle of episcopal 
independence, as set forth in the f\nglican system/n7 
be l11aintained, Papal authority ,,,QuId not only be 
limited in its clain1s and jurisdiction, but utterly ovcr- 
thro\vn and annihilated. The proposal to introduce 
limi tations of the excessive po\vcr of the Pope as a 
tneans to facilitate reunion in the Universal Churcb, 


(jiG This proposal has bccn Inaùc 1I10rC than once in the Church 
of England.-Scc, for instance, Bramhall: l-ludica/iolt of /lr 
Church of England, disc_ ii., c. x. (Op., t. i., p. '2.79. Edit. Oxford). 
611 See Introductory Chapter, n. iii., p. 3, scq. 
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hc.lS been a constant pretext put fon\-ard by heretics 
.and schisnlatics in c\?cry agc, \vith the vie\v of justifyin
 
their apostacy and thcir obstinacy in separation from 
ROlne. Hut no schisol or hcrcsy, ancient or nlodern, 
ever originated in the exaggcrated prerogative of the 
ROlllan Pontiff. 'V c havc gi\"cll a sufficient sketch 
of the true causes of the Eastern schisnl, \vhich thc 
I-ligh Church \\Titers so obstinately ascribc to the 
encroachn1ents of Papal authority.(j18 Thosc \vho rcly 
on historical cvidcnce, should not rClnain ignorant that 
the Photian systelH sprang frol11 a spirit of anlbition and 
violence, y;hich shook off the control of authority that 
it t11ight rush unbridled into disorder. This spirit has 
.survived the T
astern schisol. The uttcr depravity into 
\\"hich the Greck clergy of Constantinople have sunk. 
.and the abuse anù cruelty found in thc exerc:se of thcir 
temporal po\ver over the Christians of their C0111nlUnion, 
J11ay "ell account in our days for the obstinacy of their 
.separation frot11 the centre of Catholicism. 6w So that 
the stereotyped asscrtion of Protestant disputants \viIl 
fail in its object of distorting historical evidcnce, and 
tnislcading" those ,\"ho vic\v public events by the nlcdium 
,-,f light derived frool these \vriters. 
II. It is especially asserted that the excessive anù 
tyrannical authority of the Popes caused the great 
apostacy of the sixteenth century in Europe. 1'his 
\ ie\v, so generally Inaintained by Protestants, is utterly 
false. \Vc have at hand the authoritative testinlony of 
a "Triter above all suspicion. U 11 11' est pas vrai," says 
\1. Guizot, .. qu' au seiziènle siècle la cour de Ronle 
fût tyrannique; il 11' 
st pas vrai que lcs abus proprc- 
'nent dits y fu
scnt plus nonlbreux, plus crians qu'ils 


f,18 See section v. of this book, n. viii., p. 1 ::?S, scq. 
(iW On this Inatter consult the work of J. G. Pitzipios, L 'J:.:g!/s
 
Oriotlalc, pt. iii., chs. ii.
 i\'., pp. 88, 13-1-, scq. ROD1C. 1855. 
o :! 
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n'avaicllt ét
 dans d'autrcs ten1ps. J alnais pcut-êtrc, 
au contrairc, le gou\-ernctnent ccclésiastiquc n'a\'ait été 
plus facile, plus tolérant, plus disposé à laisser allcr 
toutes choscs."6:.W r\nd \vith regard to the Anglican 
schism, thc saIne publicist \\TOtc as fo11o\\'s: "La révo- 
lution rcligieuse lle s'accon1plit point en Angleterrc 
com me sur Ie continent; c11c y fut l'æU\TC ùes rois 
cux-n1ên1éS . . . Ie pouyoir se fit ré,'0Iutionnairc."G21 
Yes, the Anglican schisIn \"as not the "pork of the 
English Church. but of a tyrannical king. ,,-ho ""as 
detcnnined tü ensla "C both Church and Statc. to secure 
the full indulgence of his monstrous licentiousness and 
unbridled anlbition. Dr. Pusey, in his EircJlicOll, sho\\'s 

on1e clnbarraSSInent ,,"hen speaking of the origin of 
the Anglican schisn1. I Ie endeavours to prove, after 
his l11anner, that in thc fourteenth century the po\\'er 
of Ron1e had bCC0111C exorbitant. and that the reforms 

o 111uch necdèd at the close of the \Vestern schism 
'vere constantly dclayed; he then continues, "And 
if-after the Pope had not only excol1llnunicated King 
J-Ienry \TII1., but had deposed hin1, depri,'cd his 
future childr
n. gi,"ctl a""ay his ùOlniniol1s, laid the 
kingdon1 under an interdict, absoh-ed his subjects fron1 
allegiance, and stirred up other princes against then1 
if they rèb
lleù not, given thetn to be sla ,-cs to their 
captors. and their property to be a spoil-the Church 
of England rcfornH.;d hèr
clf) it ,,-as al1o\yed to a 
provincial council to lllakc decrees in Inatters of faith p 
subject to the ultin1ate authority of the U ni\persal 
Church""G
:! \,
c du not intend to point out each and 
every luisstatCl11ent contained in this extract; ,\-
 lin1it 


(j
i) GUilot: JfiJ-t. dt" III Ci-;/l"!isatioll C I Ellr{lþc, 1cç. xii., p. 3-P. 
Bruxcllcs, ] 838. 
ti21 Ibid.. Op. cit., Jeç. xiii.. p. 358. 
152
 l:.ïrenic{>lt, p. 80. 
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our rClnarks to t".o points only, \vhich arc nlore 11l11l11.- 
diately connt.:ct
d \\-jth our subject. First, Dr. Pusey 
represents the apostacy of the 
 \nglican Church in the 
')ixt
enth ccntury as a consequence of cnornlities perpe- 
trated by the Pope against l(ing I Icnry \TIIL; secondly, 
he asserts that the Church of I
ngland of that age 
refonned hers
l( 
O\\' the Regius Professor of Hcbrc\v 
seen1S to have forgotten the history of his o\vn country, 
so far j
 he carried a\\'ay by the errors and the preju- 
dices of previous \\Titers, The bull of Paul I I 1., to 
which allusion is ll1anifestly n1ade in the foregoing- 
passage, bears date August, 1535, \vhile Tlcnry \TIII. 
had already, as early as J 53 r, transferred to the CrO\nl 
the Papal prcro6"atives, and sct up an ecc1esiastica] 
SUpre111acy in his 0\\"11 person"G

 Long before the bull 
of Paul I II., II enr)" VI I 1. had conceived the an1bitious 
design of follo\,"ing the :\lachiavcllian coun
cls suggested 
to him by Cronl\vell, anù precipitating his kingdol11 
into the crinlc of apostacy.f)
-t \Vc read in Collier: 
,,' I--Iavin rr O"ot the clcrcrv entanaled in a P rælllllllirc he 
b b h.... b , 
'(Henry) resoh-ecl to seize the juncture, and press the 
advantagc."G:!j In fact, a form of subnlission ".as then 
forced upon the clergy in Convocation, by \\rhich they 
were to rccognise IZing- H cnry as suprCIUC head of the 
Church of England. in order to be discharged of the 
consequences of the i'rælJ/l"tin:.Cj
ü Bishop Tunstal and 
others, at the head of the Convocation of York, protested 
against these Incasurcs, ,,-hich, by threats, had been 


(j
3 The Bun of Pope Paul I 11. in \\ïlkins (CO/h-. llrilallllictl, 
yo1. iii., p. ï92). Collier: Ecclesiastical Ilis/mJ', pt. ii., bk. i., 
pp. 61, 62. 
lut Card. Pole: . Iþoll
f[ia ad Carob.m v:, nn. x:\xii., xxviii. 
\ Gp., t. i., p. I [8, scq. Brixi
). 
()2[. Collier, I. c., p. Ó2. 
f1:!(j Collier: 1. c. Dodd: Church flis/my, '.01. i., pt. i.. art. iii., 
p. 234, seq. London. 1839, 



214 The .SlIþrt"JIIl ./ll/thorilJ' of the POþe. 


itnposed upon the Church of England ;fj
7 but they 
did not kno\\y, as Dodd \\-ell relnarks, "1'hat the decJa- 
ration of the IZing-'s headship \\'as a stcp to\\'ards dis- 
carding the Papal suprelnacy."G
S It \yas as early as 
1534, a "'hole year before the above-nlcntioned bull, that 
IIenry VIII. proclailncd, in unmistakable terms, his 
absolute ecclesiastical suprclnacy, as being the fountain 
of an authority, both telnporal and spiritual, declared 
the po\\"cr of the Pope to be a nlere usurpation, and 
abolished it in its nalHC. titlc, and jurisùiction.()2g 'fhc 
COll\.ocation of the tinlC, like a flock of scared sheep, 
subtnittcd to the itnpcrious \\'ill of the tyrant; bishops 
and abbots lent thcir authority to the act of apostacy, 
and signed the royal proclanlation; the University 
of Oxford, \vhich had so lately joined \\'ith the self'5ame 
king in dcfending against I.,uther and his follo,vers the 
suprCtll:lcy of the Pope, no\\" took part in this igno- 
nlÍnious act. Finally, Parlial11ent passed the b
l1 abro- 
gating the Papal SllpreI11acy, recognising the like 
SUprelllacy as part of the royal prerogative, and declaring 
guilty of treason all those \vho opposcd the statute. 
'rhus. before Paul I II. had fuhllinated his anathema 
against the royal apostate, the Church of J
ngland 
had torn itself frol11 the centre of Catholic unity, and 
entered on the do,,'n\\'ard path of schisnl and heresy. 
Such is the plain history of those tinIes, \\'hich English 
\\Titers ll1isreprcsent. in order to clear their country from 
the charge of schism. ()30 'fhe English Church ,vas not 
itllPclIed to deny the Papal supretnacy and to assert 
its o\\'n independence out of Io\'c for its king, nor 


62; See his Protest in \Vilkins (COIlC. .Brit., vol. iii., p. 7-1-;). 
fi
8 Dodd: 1. c.. p. 
3..J." 
029 The .King's ProclaInatiun, in \\ïlkins, 1. c., p. 772. 
63t1 The various docUlllents are quot
d by Dodd in the above- 
mentioned place, and by Rcv. 1'1. A. Tierney in the notes to the 
article. 



lite rt,:al o rig ill. of A Ilg1icllll'is111. 215 


indignation at the n1anner in \vhich he \vas treated by 
the bull of cxcolnmunication. The point ,vas carried 
by bribery and intiznidation. Although the far greatcr 
part of the nation, \vith the tnajority of the bishops 
and the clergy, \\rishcd to tuaintain the Papal suprc- 
tnacy, still, \vhen constrained by the penalties of 
treason, they suffered thCI11Selvcs to be borne along 
by the streanl; fc\v \\rerc found like Cardinal Fisher 
and Sir Tholnas i\Iore, the Lord I-ligh Chancellor, to 
set themselves courageously against the heretical pre- 
tensions of the royal tyrant. ready to suffer all risks 
rathèr th
n renounce their faith. 6 :": 1 In a \\rord, the 
religious revolution in England \\'a
 the 'I;ork, not of 
the clergy, but of the king alone. The history of the 
reigns of Ed\vard VI. and Elizabeth serves only to 
confirm our assertion. 
I I 1. It is easy to rcfute the second assertion, above 
quoted, [ranl Dr. Pusey. I-lis language \,"ould lead to 
the bclicf that the Church of England. as soon as she 
had been en1ancipated from the heavy yoke of Rotnc, 
and had ga!neù independence, introduced the needful 
rcforn1s into her o\\'n body. There is not c\'cn the least 

round for this st3.ten1ent. As long as the clergy of 
England ,verc undcr the obedicnce of th
 Universal 
Pastor of the Church. they \\"cre able to act inde- 
pendently of the civil po\n.:r in all Inattcrs purely 

piritual, so far as even to :nc
t and exercise the po\\'cr 


';'";1 .. The ma:n hody oí the clergy ;.'"as certainly yery reluctant 
to tear thclnseh.cs, at the pleasurc of a disappointed monarch, in 
the most dangcrous crisis of religion frOln the bosom of C
tholic 
unity. They complied. indeed. \\ ith all the measures of Govern- 
Inent, f.lr morc than men of rigid conscience could ha\'c endurcd to 
do; but many, who wantcd the courage of l\lorc and Fisher. were 
not far removed from their way of thinking."-llallam: TIle COll- 
.\"titu!Ïoltal Ilis/OJ y l'f E1tglaltd, t. i., c. ii" p. 93. London, J 832. 
Strypc often expresscs thc s:une, 
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of making la,vs concerning faith and Inorals. 632 But no 
sooner \vcrc they forced to disclain1 the supremacy of 
the I-I 01 y Scc, than they became a branch of the civil 
po\ver, and slaves of the cro\vn. The Inaxin1 \vhich at 
that tinlc guided the English Parlialucnt \vas, that If an 
independent po\\-er in the clergy to nlakc la\vs, though 
in matters purely spiritual, ,vas prcjuùicial to the civil 
Inagistratc."l>33 lIenee the rights and independence of 
the clergy \vere so curtailed, their spirit so broken, that, 
in the forcible \\.ords of 1\'lr. Hallaln, If they becan1c the 
Inost abjcct of IIenry's \-assaIs, and dared not offer any 
steady opposition to his caprice, even \\,hen it led hinl 
to nlake innovations in the essential parts of their 
religion." 634 'The ,\rcIl-kno\vll formulary of the sub- 
nlission of the clergy to the King bears sufficient ,,-itness 
to \vhat \ve asscrt.G;i;j But even th:l.t act of sublnission, 
though it enslaved the clergy, does not reveal their 
ignolniny to the full. In order to fill thc tneasure of 
their dcgraùation, Henry nanlcd as his vicar-general 
Crom\\relI, a laynlan, a great enemy to the clergy and to 
religion in general. placing him at the head of Con- 
vocation, not only to preside over synods and other 
ecclesiastical assemblies, but also to refornl both places 
and persons, to decrce ecclesiastical censures against the 
contulnacious, and to correct disorders by any other 
penalty determincd by I a\\-.ß3G All, archbishops and 
bishops, \\.ith the ,,-hole of thcir clergy, sublnittcd like 
lalnbs to the utterances of CronH\'cll, lcarning fronl hinl 


632 Dodd: Op., and l. c., pp. 23ï-38. Lathbury: fIis/ory of thl' 
COll'vocation of the Churcll of EJlgland, c. y.. p. 110. London, 1842. 
633 Dodd: 1. c., p. 23 8 . 
6
4 H allau1: Op., and 1. c., p. 110. 
635 Ills/r;lJIlCJltlIJll sllþcr SlIblllÍssio,'lC clt-ri cora"l dOllzino Rl'gl'. 
&c., in \ Vilkins (Cone. Rril.. '.01. iii., p. 754, scq.). 
636 Regis COlIlJllissio cOJ/still/cJ/s T. Cr011l'zvcll 'i'iCa1'ÙllJl-t[C;;C- 
ralcJlz, in \Vilkins (1. c., p. 784, scq.). 
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\\'hich festival days thcy ,,,,"ere to observe, \\"hat prayers 
to say in their churches, \\'hat things to preach to thcir 
flocks, ho\v to administer the sacranlent of confession, 
ho\v to regulatc the \vorship of saints and their imagc
, 
\\"Ïth nlany other points of a like naturc. 637 ì\Ioreovcr, 
Cronl\vcll, as vicar-general, ,vas conunissiolled by the 
King to nIakc a general visitation of the clergy, during- 
the progress of ,vhich their po\vers ,,'ere \vholly sus- 
pended.6
s U In this tnanner," says Strypc, "the IZing. 
taking all the episcopal jurisdiction and po\\.cr into his 
hands for a tin1e, and exerci.sing the same, it might 
servc as a perpetual n10nument of his supremacy. ...J\.nù 
they, recciving their po\\-cr again froIn the I(ing, tnight 
rccosnise hinI for the spring and foundation of it." 63:. 
Accordingly, a conIn1ission ,vas issued, appointing- 
each prelate a deputy of the IZing, and authorising 
hin1 to exercise his spiritual jurisdiction in that capacit) 
during the royal pleasure. But each bishop ,vas in- 
formed that the authority granted to hin1 belongcd 
exclusively to the I{ing, and that he ""as entrusted \vith 
it only because Crom\\'cIl, the royal vicar-general, ,vas 
prevented, owing to the tl1ultiplicity of his affairs, fronl 
exercising it every\\'hcre and in c\"ery instancc. 64o Such 


l
37 Illj/ll1ctiOit by Th. CroJlZ'iJcl/, his J/ajt!sty's 'è.1Ù;ar-gc1tcral, in 
\Vilkins (1. c., p. 8 I 5, seq.). ., From that the clergy concluded," 
says Burnet, ,. that they were now to be slaves to the Lord Vice- 
gerent."-l-listOJY of the Rifonutllion, t. i., pt. i.. hh. iii., P.365. 
London. Edit. of ;\ arcs. 
638 lllhibitio þro 'i1isitatiollt", in \\ï11
ins (1. c., p. 197). Sec 
Strype: l
'cclesiastictll JlcmorÙz/s, '.01. i", pt. i., c. xxix., p. 3
 I. 
Oxford, I8:!:!. 
(j
O Strype: Op. cit., 1. c., p. 3:!:!; and App. of ÐOClt1Jlel1/j. 
n. lvii., yol. i' l pt. ii.. p. 
 I 6, scq. 
(j.t.) "Quia talncn ipse Thon1as CrOIl1wcII nostris et hujus reg-ni 
no-;tri Angliæ tot ct tam arduis negotiis adco præpcditus cxistat, 
quod ad omnc!'} jurisdictioncm nobis ut suprClno capiti hujusmodi 
competcntem ubiquc locorum infra hoc regnum nostrUln ct præ- 
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,,-as the abject state to \\,hich King II enry reduced the 
clergy of England, and froln \\"hich they ,,"cre unable 
to raise themselves. It is sheer trifling to rcpresent 
these poor slaves of the cro,vn as an indcpendent body 
exercising a full po\ver of reforming the Church by 
their o\\'n act and dced in those assclnblies, in \vhich 
they admittcd the presidency of an infalnous layn1an; 
yet the assulnption of Dr. Puscy, of 1\1:r. Pahncr, and 
of other \\Titers of the 1-1 igh Chl!rch Party, alnounts 
to nothing short of this. 
IV. Let us no\v cxalnine thc grounds of the assertion 
that the Church of England rcÍormed her
clf by her o\vn 
authority after the rejection of the Papal SUprCll1acy. 
King Henry and his successors, in virtuc of the Statute 
of 1534, \\'ere invested \\'ith full po,,'cr and a uthorit) 
U to redress, to rcforn1, order, correct, restrain, and 
amend all such errors, heresies, abuscs, . . \vhatso- 
ever, the \\'hich, by any Inanner of spiritual authority 
or jurisdiction ought or l11ay lan.fully be refonned.. 1 
'rhey "'cre hereby constituted the fountain of all juris- 
diction. The bishops \,,"ere appointed their deputies, 
to exercise a po,ver ,,'hich could not be exercised by 
the King's vicar-general on account of the l11ultiplicity 
of his 
ffairs. l\nd \vhat are the principal instruments 
of reforn1ation during Hcnry's rei
n, \vhich Mr. Palmer 
deems u very little inferior in illlporlance to that 111adc 
in Ed,,"ard's reign ?"(ju !\Ir. Pahncr points out princi- 


sertiln in his quæ 1110ranl cOlTIlTIode non patiuntur, aut sine subdi- 
torum nostrormn injuria differri non possunt, in sua persona 
expedienclis non sufficiet; nos hujus in hac parte sl1pplicationibus 
inclinati, ct nostrorum subditorum conlnlodis consulere cupientcs, 
tibi vices nostras, sub modo et forma inferius descriptos, com- 
lnittendas fore, tcquc licentiandum esse dccrevinlus," &C.-COJ/l1JlÍs- 
sio (1 Rtgc data þro jurisdictione eþiscoþali, in \Yilldns (1. c., p. ï98). 
(\41 Pahncr: Church of Cllrisl, pt. ii., c. vii., vol. i., p" 386. 
3rd edition. London. 
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pally the follo\ving: the so-called J4,.ticlcs of J1àitll, thc' 
IlljuNctions of Cronl\\'ell, the Ius/ilu/ioll of a Cllristidll 
Jlall, and the _'TeccssfllJ' Doctrillc alld Eruditioll. But 
\\"ho does not kno,,' thé'..t the \vholc authority of those 
dOCUlnents rests lllerely on the !(ing's prerogative and 
sanction? J-lcnry VIIL, aftcr ha\-ing usurped the Papal 
.suprclnacy, had alrcady, ç\Ocn before 1536, done many 
things tending to adyancc the Rcfonnation \\"ithout so 
111uch as consulting Convocation.&l
 In that year he 
de\"ised certain Ll rtic/es of /,àith as necessary to be 
111aintained by all in order to rcstore unity among the 
dissidcnt factions of the kingdo111. 6 -l ü These \\"cre pre- 
sented by Cr<?m,\"ell to Convocation. .. But probably," 
\\'C learn frol11 Lathbury, .. nothing 11lore ,,-as donc by 
the bishops and clergy than to hear thCll1 read and give 
their assent."644 r\t all events, the A rtic/t:s \\'cre pub- 
lished by royal authority,G4j and ,,,erc speedily follo\ved 
by the King's IJljiulctioJls to the Bishops concerlling 
their Prcacltill.g-. fr1G The IJ/jullctioJls of Cron1\vell arc 
Jnanifestly orders \\'hich he, the King's vicar-gencral, 
gavc the bishops, \\"ithout requiring their conscnt and 
,:-;anction. Yet ]\11'. Paln1cr gives this as his principal- 
proof of the ilnportant rcfornlation carried out by the 
authority of the I
nglish Church under IIcnry VI IL
7 
As to the IllS/itlltioll of a Christiall lJlall, it is truc. 
that it \\"as dra\\ll up in Con\"ocation, and \\"as therefore 


G!
 Lathbury: Ope cit.. C. vi.. p. 128. Strypc: Ope cit.. \"01. i.,. 
pt. i., C. xx},.i.. p. 335. seq. 
6-13 Burnet: His!. of Rij., 1. c., p. 345. Collier: .E'ccl. lfist., 
\ 01. i., pt. ii., bk. ii.. p. I 2
. Strype: .i.JIe1/l., \"01. i., pt. i., c. xxxix., 
p. 466. 
64-1 Lathbury: lIz's!. of the C0117l., C. "i., p. 131. 
6-1j See those Article:; in Collier, I. c.; Burnet, I. c.; '\'ïlkin
, 
I. c.. p. 817, seq. 
64G Burnet: 1. c", p. 363, seq. 'Vilkins, I. c., pp. 813, 825. 
647 Palmer: Chllrcll ()f Chris!, vol. i.. pt. ii., c. vii., p. 386, scq. 
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called the Book of the BisIIOpS.648 But ,\ e must renlark, 
(1.) that the I(ing issued a conllnission to divers bishops 
for cOlnpiling that book ;(HY (2.) that the book, though 
revealing a tcndency to further thc cause of the l{efor- 
tnation, still contained every doctrine set forth in thc 
Booi" of the 11 rtic/cs and in that of the Iuju1lctions 
addressed by H cnry and Crom"rell to the bishops;, 
(3.) fro 111 the Preface of that book, dedicated to the 
l(ing, ".e Inay ,veIl understand ,,,hat degree of authority 
for refortning the Church the clergy of England in 
Convocation attributed to thcll1selves under Henry VIII. 
.\fter having fulfillcd thcir cOl1lmission, they apply to 
the King, "nlost humbly bcseeching thc same to pertnit 
and suffer it in casc it shall be so thought mete to his 
nloste excellent ,\.isdon1, to be printed, and so ,,'Ïth his 
suprcn1e po,,'cr set forth and con11nanded to bc taught. 
\\Tithout thc ,vhich po\ver and liccnce of your 
"\iajestie, ,,'e kno\v and confess, that ".c ha,-c nunc 
:luthority either to assenlble ourselves together for any 
pretence or purposc or to publish anything that n1ight 
bc by us agrced on and compyled."wo Nor ,,,as 
the King's pcrn1ission requested nlerely as a lllatter of 
fonn, but as a sanction of thc doctrine proposed and 
cXplained in the book. In fact, they conclude the 
addrcss by saying: ,t \Ve Inoste hun1bly subn1itte (the 
book) to the n10ste excellent \\'isdoll1 and exact judg- 
ment of your nlajestie, to be recognised, oversecn, and 
corrected, if your grace shall find any ,\'ord or sentencc 
in it Inetc to bc changed. qualified, or further expounded 
. ,\"hereunto ".c shall in that casc confonn ourselves, 
,as to our nlostc bounden duties, to God and to your 


rH
 Collier: Ope cit.. pt. ii., bk. ii., p. 139. 
(;49 Strypc: .J.TItm., \-01. i., pt. i., c. xli., p. 485. 
650 The Convocation's Prcf;.tcc, in \Vilkins (Op. cit., 1. C., 
p. 83 1 ). 
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highness, appcrtaincth."G:il Thus, not the clergy, but 
the king, ,vas the reformer both of the clcrgy and of 
the Church. In a \vord, the clergy in Convocation \verc 
the humble sycophants of I(ing licnry, ready to sacri- 
fice any point of the Catholic doctrinc, or cvcn thcir 
o\vn heretical opinions, in order to plcase thcir Inastcr. 
It ,vas t\\'O ycars after the publication of the Illsti- 
Il/tiolt 0/ a Cllristiall JlaJ/, \\"herein they had tricd to 
suppress the doctrine, and the truth itself, of .. Tran- 
substantiation," and to encourage the movement of the 
rcfonnation, that they appro\"cd in Convocation of the 
famous Six Arlicl[s the first of ,,'hich ,vas an explicit 
and dcfinitive sanction of Transubstantiation as an articlc 
of faith; nor \vere the other articlcs less calculated to 
check the tcndency to\vards Protestantism, and to strike 
terror into its partisans. G ;)2 The English clergy sub- 
mitted to the ,,-ill of Henry, to ,,'hich they \vcrc 
enslavcd. Finally, in 1543, tIle Illstitlttioll of a Chris- 
tian .J.11 all \\"as altered in its form and in its doctrine, 
and 1110ulded into another ,,'ork set forth by the 
authority of the I(ing. The title \\'as, ./1 Ilt.'Ct'ssarJ 
Doctrinc a1ld Erudition for allY Christian JI all set forth 
b)' the Killg's .illajcsty of Englalld. CJ3 It "'as therefore 
styled the Killg's flook. N"O\\-, although in this \vork 
the article of the Ills/ifl/tioll concerning purgatory 
,vas ,\-holly omitted, and other doctrines and rites either 
called into question or rejected, for it ,,-as, indeed, a 
further step to refonnation ; G.J-t nc\"erthcless, "\ \-herc the 
è
rl/ditioll,'J says Collier, Ie differs froln the Illstill/lioJl, 
it see111S 1110Stly to lose ground-to go off frol11 the 


(J,-.l L. c. 
V52 See the St'l/uk of /ht-" ...';ix A ,./it-lL's, st. 3 I II enry \1 I I.. c. Iol. 
See 'Yilkins, 1. iii., p. 8.
8, seq.; and Dodd. Op. cit., \"01. i., 1\ppcnd., 
p. 4-P--t-+9" 
6':'3 See Collier: Ope cit., pt. ii., bk. ii.. p. 189--191. 
(j,jl Strype: Jlnì:oria!s. \"01. i., pt. Ì., c. 1., p. 589. 
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prinlitivc plan, and rcfornl back\\'ards. H ()j5 But this 
ne\v step, \vhatevcr its tendency Inay have been, \vas 
-certainly brought about by the po\ver of the IZing, 
,vho had gathered up and centred in hinIself the ,vhole 
authority of altering, changing, and reforn1ing the 

ymbol, the discipline, and the rites of the Anglican 
Church; of prescribing the prayers to be said privately 
.by the people ;ü56 of decreeing neu" saints' days, or 
uabrogating other holy days,G57 and even of granting 
licence to preach,ws or dispensation to eat \,"hite nleats 
.during Lent. 6 .: 9 In a ,vord, it is by no means true 
that the Church of England rcformed herself; but it ,vas 
the King \\'ho shap
d her according to his interest and 
,caprice by the shanleful exercise of his usurped po\ver.(i{;O 
V. It is needless to continue this subject in further 
justification of the judgn1cnt formed on the religious 
revolution by :\1. Guizot after an unprejudiced conside- 
.ration of the reign of Henry VIII. From \vhat ,,-c 
have said '\'C Inay safely conclude that it is a mere 
.cal unIny to assert that the excessive po\\"er of the 
]>opedom, by \vhich the national clergy \\"ere deprÏ\"cd 


655 Collier: 1. c. 
656 See the Preface made by the King to his Pren1Íer, in \Yilkins, 
L c., p. 873. 
t
7 In \Yilkins, I. c., pp. 8
3. 8.:!J r , S59. 
658 The fonn of that licence J11ay be fonnd in Collier, Op. cit., 
1. c., p. 14-3. 
(j
J In \Vilkins, 1. c., p. 86ï. Edward VI. granted a dispensation 
to Archbishop Cranmer, to the Bishop of Exeter, and others, to 
1-'at i1esh meat during Lent. The documents in Dodsworth, 

 1 J
r;lica1tis}Jz. cOllsidt.'rcd ill -its ,.tsltlts, n. iv., p. 58, n.otc. London, 
18 5 1 . 
6130 On this point Dr. Overbeck is right in saying, "The Englisb 
people never introduced the Reforr.1ation. It was imposed upon 
then1, and so to say, octroY/t.', by unprincipled tyrants, supported 
by a handful of innovators. But in spite of tyranny and perse- 
cution, the English would not part with their Church
' &c.- 
Catlzolic Orthodoxy, p. 114. 
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of their authority, \vas the principal cause of the reli- 
gious revolution of this kingdon1. I\Ican\\"hile, it is 
true that the n10re a ncltion scparatcs itsclf frorn the 
Roman centre of unity, either by schisl11 or by hercsy, 
the nlore repugnancc docs it feel in again submitting 
itself to that suprclne authority \vhich rulcs o\.cr the 
,vhole Church. It is in the very nature of schism to 
hate the authority \vhich is its antagonist; and it is 
natural for hcresy to protest against that po""cr \vhicn 
in every age victoriously cOIn bats and infallibly destroys 
it. The IJapal supremacy \vas instituted by Christ for 
thc very purpose of preserving the Church from schisln 
and heresy; schisnl and heresy ll1USt thereforc be its 
mortal enen1Ìes as long as it preserves the character 
conferred upon it in its original institution. For this 
reason, \VC arc not surprised that all nations \vhich 
have been torn froln the centre of Catholic unity dread 
the Papacy, and rcgard it as the principal cause of their 
separation. K or can \\.e \\.onder that :r:::lias l\Ieniatcs, 
Rishop of Zerniza, should have asserted that the con- 
troversy concerning the so\"creignty of the Pope is the 
great \\'all of separation \\,hich diyidcs the Greek and 
Latin Churches. elln \Vhen \\"C consider the prcsent situ- 
ation of the Greek and }Jrotestant communions, \VC sce 
that this assertion could be safcly nlade \\"ith regard to 
each of them, for abhorrence and hatred of the Papacy 
arc the nccessary offspring of schism and heresy; and 
the n10re obstinately a nation retains its rebellious atti- 
tude, the 010re cl
cply \\'ill these feelings take root in 
its heart. \Vhat tnan-cl, then i if t11C Papacy is regarded 
as a stunlbling-block, and the cause of isolation? l\Ir. 
Palmcr holds a very singular opinion on this subject: 
C( T'he principle of obt. 1 dicllcC to tIle ROl1/L1n Pontiff, as the 
truc test of Catholic unity, ""as," hc tclls us, "a principle 


to I n Dr. Pusey's /:..'iro/Ù:oll, p. 63- 
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tending to schistn. u As the ground of this vie\v, he 
states, that this principle is not only not taught by the 
Gospel, but that, HIt interrupted the comlnunion of 
the Church, \vhene'"cr any Church refused to subrnit 
to the unjust pretensions of the H..ornan See. uô52 By 
this very strange t110de of reasoning, ,ve might get rid 
of the principle of obedience even to individual bishops, 
and to thc national synoòs, on \vhich 1\1 r. Palnlcr so 
strongly insists.(jG3 \Ve might turn the author's argu- 
Hlent against hin1self, using his 0\\"11 ,vords. " 1'he 
principle of obedience to individual bishops, and to the 
synod, as a true tcst of Catholic unity, is a principlc 
tending to schisnl, because it interrupts cOIllmunion 
\\,henever any individual refuses to subnlit to the unjust 
pretension of his bishop. or of the synod." If, as 1\1r. 
Palnler holds, the Pope is not infallible and the general 
council of the Church Inay err, nluch less is each bishop 
or each particular synod infallible, especially ,vhen 
acting in subservience to the civil po\,.cr. If unjust 
pretens
ons can be urged by the Roman See, each 
and every bishop and synod of England can be guilty 
of the sainc fault. Consequently, according to this 
principle, the ultra-dcnlocratic fonn of governmcnt ".ould 
be that best adapted to the Church of Christ, in order 
that all possible causes of schisIl1 and separation n1ight 
bc avoided. 1\lr. Palmer nlust surely have forgotten 
the unanilnous teaching of the 11""athcrs uf the Church- 
that as the bishop is arpointed to be the centrc of 
each diocese, in order to prcvcnt any schisrl1 ,\'ithin it, 
for the san1e reason is the Pope appointed to bc tht.: 
centrc of the U nivcr:-;al Church. 'fhc proof of this 
assertion ,vill be fuunù in the first section of this ,,'ork. 
VI. Finally, let us ask oursch.cs "'hat ,,"ere in 


GG
 Pa]nlcr: Ch/ln:/l {If Chri.:iI, pt. ii., c. ii., n. x., \"01. i.. p. 346. 
65
 Ibid., Ope cit., pt. i., c. iv., see, ii.. p. 38, seq. 
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l
ngland the consequences of separation fro111 the centre 
of Catholic unity? .I\n endless n1uItiplication of schisnls, 
an enormous increase of errors and heresies, an out- 
pouring and spread of infidelity in the pale of the 
Anglican cstablisluncnt itsel( There is no city, no 
sinall to,,-n even, in ,,"hich ',-c could not l1unlber by 
thc dozen the distinct cOll1munions \\"hich, in the midst 
of tnutual strife, cIl1ulate each other in propagating the 
most absurd errors and hercsies. The Established 
Church is no\\- far froI11 enlbracing the Inajor part of 
the population, so great has been the spread of dis- 
sent and infidclity, and in this vcry EstablishiTIent, it 
,\-ould not be easy to find t\vo or three bishops agreeing 
in the saIne doctrines of faith. Such is the tough and 
vigorous life of the Church of England. of ,,-hich Dr. 
Pusey speaks so boastfully;GG.t such its career upon the 
,\-hole; such the ,vay it has been 1110ving along these 
three hundred years; a life and a ,,-ay of errors and 
heresies; 1110\-ing froln CatholicisIl1 to CalvinisIl1t from 
Calvinis111 to SabcllianisIl1. UnitarianisIu, Latitudinari- 
anisnl, to and fro. an1idst all kinds of error. Such is 
the path in ,,-hich Anglican divines have been \\"alking 
for three centuries, and such is the evidence of their 
alleged orthodoxy.GGj .. \Vherc does the Church of 
I
ngland find itself at the end?" asks Dr. Pusey.OO6 
'Vc ans\\.cr, in the \\"ords of Dr. Overbeck, "At an 
1.lnfathoolable precipice."GG7 The learned professor of 
J Icbre". docs not deny that U }{ejection of Catholicisnl 


li64 .E.'ircllicoll, p. 18 3. 
G(i.; See The Variatiolls in the Church 
stllblis/lcd b)' La:l..'. 
London, 1846. :\lacaulay: l
'ssays, \ 01. ii., on Gladstone, pp. 48; 
--89. London. IS..f...f.. Dr. \Vanl: ,Anglican .tstablishJllcnt C01l- 
trasted ..tilth the (àtllOlic Chltïdl t>f e'i.'c,y age, 11, Í\'., p. 13, scq. 
I
ondon, 1856. 
fi66 EireIlÙ:oll, p. 277. 
067 Catholic Orthodo.1J', p. 85. 
p 
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ends, in the long run, ill l{ationalisnl, and that it is 
an inclined plane, on \vhich generations cannot stand."668 
IIe confesses that, "\V e have seen the truth of this 
in Lutheranisln and Calvinislu, in the length and 
breadth of the land \\,hich they occupicd."üG9 But ho\v 
can he Inake exception of the Anglican Church? Ho\\' 
can he assert that after n10re than three centuries, it 
alone has a more vigorous life than ever? The Church 
of England, in truth, consunlnlated its rejection of 
Catholicism \vhen it diso\\"ned the divine suprenlacy 
of the Pope, anò yielded to the teaching of foreign 
refonners, \vho sapped by degrees the fundamental 
doctrines of the Catholic Church. It is no less strange 
that Dr. Pusey should exelnpt the Anglican Establish- 
I11cnt from all responsibility in connection \vith the 
errors of those numerous sects \vhich have revolted fronl 
it.()iO \Vas it not the Establishnlent that opened up 
aInong the English peoplë the great source of schisll1 
and heresy? \Vas it not the Establishnlent that gave 
birth to Latitudinarianism, to the principles of the 
"Broad Church" party, the next step to \vhich is 
l:.tationalism ? Yes, the Anglican Church \vas the great 
rebel of the sixteenth century, \vho, by rebellion, 
inflicted on herself a nlortal blo\v. By disgraceful 
suon1Ïssion to the spiritual suprenlacy of the !(ing, it 
utterly destroyed its vital principle, and becalne a 
Inere function of the civil po""er. Nevertheless, fronl 
.1534 to 17 1 7, it had preserved a phantom existence 
as a Church, although unable, \vithout a royal licence, 
to meet in synod, to make ne,\" canons, to pass any 
censure upon irreligious books, to condemn a heresy, 
to proclainl a Catholic doctrine. But from that year, 
after the Bangorian controversy, even that shado\v of 


GG8 Eirellicoll, p. 28 3. 
6G3 Ibid., p. 28 4. GiO L. c. 
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life vanished. 6j1 At present, although convocation nlcets 
\,rjth every Parlianlent, the meeting is a mere formality t 
and serves no purpose but that of a corpse, proving the 
previous existence of a life \vhich has no,\" departed. 
VII. And so shall it be until the English nation 
shall again proclain1, as did their ancestors for more 
than a thousand years, that the Pope is the pastor of all 
pastors, the supreme head of the \vhole Church, his See 
the See of St: Peter, on \vhich the great Apostle still 
continues to sit ;G72 until it shall again submit to the 
di\-ine supren1acy of !{ome, and accept at its hands 
the doctrines of the Catholic faith. Then, and then 
alone, shall the schisn1 \vhich separates England from 
the body of Chrjst be healed, by the unifying virtue 
of Catholic authority. Then shall the errors and heresies 
of the authors of this separation be utterly dissipated 
by the infallible l1zagistcrÏlt1ll of the Universal Church. 
1'11cn shall a ne\v life be infused into tl
e decaying 
tnembers of the Church of England; the clergy, no\v 
\vithout orders or jurisdiction, "rill be restored to their 
ancient dignity and po\\'er, and ,vill display thc majesty 
of their divine authority. 'Ve feel confident that the 
tilne is not far distant ,vhen the English Church is 
destined to be relieved from its misery, and recalled 
to its original greatness. The prodigious 111ultiplication 
of errors and heresies in every part of the kingdolll 
lIas already spread alarn1 an10ng the EI1S-lish people, 
in \Vh0I11 respect for the past is cn1planted by nature; 


6ïl Lathbury: llistory of the COllvocatiotl, c. xiv., p. 37:!, seq. 
(Jï2 See, for the British Church, an instance in the Council of 
ArIes, Eþist. SYJ/odi ad Silvèstrll1Jl Pllþam, in Labbe (Conc" t. i., 
p. 2449), and the Canons iv., v., vi., and vii. of the Synod of 
Sardica. which was also attended by British prelates. For th
 
Anglo-Saxon Church, see the documents coll
ctcd by Dr Lingard, 
Hist. aJld Antiq. of thc Anglo-Saxon Church, vol. i., c. iii., n. iii., 
pp. I I3-II7. London, I8..J.5. 
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the restoration of long-disused observances, and the 
rcvival of ancient doctrincs, ha\"c arouscd Catholic 
feelings \vithin the vcry boundaries of the Establish- 
nlent; the gro\vth of Rationalisll1 and infidelity, \vhich 
is blighting every principle of Christianity throughout 
]
ngland has terrified every true Christian heart; \vhilst 
the tl1ajesty of the H..otnan POPCd01l1 contrasted ,,'ith the 
1l1iscry of Protcstant conlIllunions-its manly strength 
atnid stonns of every description, its steadily increasing 
po,,'cr all ovcr the ,\-orld, the vcncration \\'ith \\'hich 

oo,ooo,ooo 1l1Cn of every nation and tongue listen to 
its \-oice and subtnit to its orders-have a\\-akened 
throughout the country a tllarked synlpathy for Rome, 
and still continues to 111ultiply the nutnbcr of con- 
vcrsions to the Catholic Church. Dr. Pusey, \vith his 
T7il/dicatioll of Tract ..A""C, and his Eirellicoll,6ï3 as \\'cll 
as the various Protcstant associations, \\'ith all their 
rncans of deccption and corruption, \\-ill not, ,\-e are surc, 
sttcceed in chccking this Catholic 1110ven1ent, \\'hich gro\\'s 
every day deepcr and strongcr, and dcfies evcry contriv- 
ance and opposition on thc part of its enemies. 
ay it 
rcach, bcfore long, its highest pitch, and triu111ph over 
all obstaclcs! 1'hen the Church of England, replaced 
on thc in11110\-ablc rock of St. Peter, "'ill take its noble 
and ancicnt rank in the Church of Christ, to thc glory 
and support of the Catholic faith both in the Old \V orld 
and in the 
 c'v. 


G;3 See Till A rtic/cs treated Ùl Tra("t ..1"{'. ,;'iJldÙ:tzted, by Dr. 
Pusey. p. 153, seq. As to the EireJlicOll, it was a \Try general 
opinion that Dr. Pusey published that book in order to prevent a 
Jargc secession frOlll the Establishnlcnt to the ROlnan Catholic 
Church. 
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